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Abstract
Supervisor inputs (preparation, appraisal-related 
knowledge, and attitudes toward the appraisal system) into 
the performance appraisal interview were examined, using a 
questionnaire, for relationships to subordinate perceptions 
of the supervisor's appraisal interview actions 
(developmental and administrative). Subordinate reaction to 
the appraisal interview was also assessed. Eighty-nine 
subordinate/supervisor pairs were randomly assigned to one 
of three experimental preparation conditions (Example, 
Improve, Control). All subjects then completed the 
questionnaires. The results of the experimental component 
indicated that supervisors who generated specific 
performance weakness and strength examples (Improve 
condition) were perceived by subordinates as engaging in 
significantly greater developmental behaviors than in the 
Control condition. Correlational results indicate that 
supervisor preparation and attitude toward the appraisal 
system have the greatest potential relationship to 
supervisor actions during the appraisal interview. Several 
limitations and suggestions for future research and 
practical applications are discussed.
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Supervisor Characteristics Affecting 
Subordinates' Perceptions and Reactions 
to the Performance Appraisal Interview 
The performance appraisal interview, or performance 
review, is a meeting between superiors and their 
subordinates focusing on the performance of the subordinates 
(Carroll & Schneier, 1982). A regular performance review 
has the potential to accomplish a variety of tasks by 
providing employees an indication of their current level of 
effectiveness, ways to improve, information concerning 
potential pay increases and promotions, and an opportunity 
to express their opinions. Over 90% of organizations claim 
they conduct one or a combination of these types of 
performance reviews (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Feild & 
Holley, 1975). The amount of research to date does not 
reflect this topic's importance. Performance reviews, on 
the whole, have not received the same research attention 
directed towards other facets of performance appraisal such 
as performance criteria, rating instruments, who should 
rate, rating errors, and rater training (Bernardin & Beatty, 
1984; Landy & Farr, 1983).
The ability of the performance review to influence the 
subordinate and the organization is greatly determined by 
the supervisor. In this pivotal position, the supervisor 
mediates between the goals of the subordinate and the goals 
of the organization. Given the importance of the
1
supervisor's role, it is unfortunate that the implicit 
assumption is that if the appraisal review simply takes 
place and is conducted by a well-intentioned supervisor, 
then the goals of the appraisal will be met (Bernardin & 
Beatty, 1984) . However, appraisal interview goals are more 
often not met (Lopez, 1968). Further, the existing 
appraisal interview research points to a far more complex 
process than simply showing up and wanting to do a good job.
A number of authors (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984? Carroll 
& Schneier, 1982; Cederblom, 1982; Klein, Snell, & Wexley, 
1987; Wexley, 1986) have attempted to summarize the 
complexities of the appraisal interview. These reviews of 
the appraisal interview area reveal several shortcomings. 
However, one glaring weakness revolves around the individual 
inputs of the supervisor. Few appraisal interview studies 
have investigated what the supervisor brings to the review 
sessions (e.g., individual differences, training, 
preparation). Of the research that has included the 
supervisor, the majority has been limited to investigations 
of supervisor behaviors during the performance review, such 
as supportiveness shown toward the subordinate (e.g., 
Dorfman, Stephan, & Loveland, 1986) or the supervisor's 
post-interview reactions, such as satisfaction with the 
interview (e.g., Holloway & Wampold, 1983). This point will 
be evident in the literature review that follows. 
Interestingly, Lopez (1968) reached the same conclusion
regarding the lack of interest in supervisor characteristics 
about twenty years ago. Research on the rating process has 
also largely ignored supervisor characteristics. 
Investigations of the influence of rater characteristics 
(when only considering the immediate supervisor as the 
rater) and the interaction of rater and ratee 
characteristics on the rating process have involved mostly 
demographic variables, and have only more recently addressed 
the cognitive processes of raters (Landy & Farr, 1983? 
Latham, 1986). Moreover, in a related arena, interviewer 
differences have been largely ignored in the volumes of 
research on the selection interview (Webster, 1982, p. 108).
This study aspires to improve our knowledge of the 
supervisor's input into the appraisal interview. The 
following sections present an outline of the research 
directed towards determining how supervisors' 
characteristics might affect their behavior in a performance 
review and subsequently, how these behaviors might lead to 
positive review reactions from their subordinates. First, a 
general framework of the performance review process will be 
presented. Then, using the general framework, the 
performance appraisal literature will be discussed with 
particular attention paid to the supervisor. Finally, 
hypotheses specific to supervisor inputs to the performance 
review will be developed.
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Open Systems View of the Appraisal Interview 
Considering the models suggested by the reviews of the 
performance appraisal interview (Carroll & Schneier, 1982; 
Cederblom, 1982; Klein et al., 1986; Wexley, 1986), the 
Klein et al. model appears to be the most flexible and 
potentially the most comprehensive. Therefore, the Klein et 
al. model will serve as the general framework for presenting 
the performance review literature. The Klein et al. systems 
model was based on the open systems theory as formulated by 
Katz and Kahn (1978). As presented in Figure 1, the major 
advantage of the open systems perspective is its depiction 
of the performance review process as a set of interrelated 
individuals and events that change in response to the 
demands of the system's environment. The open systems 
approach, then, is compatible with the two major performance 
review theories; (1) normative appraisal interview 
approaches (e.g., Maier, 1958), which stress the purpose of 
the interview, and (2) contingency appraisal interview 
approaches (e.g., Cummings & Schwab, 1973), which emphasize 
characteristics of the job and the individual.
Insert Figure 1 about here
Three general classes of variables comprise the systems 
model: inputs, throughputs, and outputs. Inputs refer to
the interview context and are subdivided into
organizational, appraisal-related, and individual 
characteristics. The events occurring during the interview 
are collectively termed throughputs. Finally, outputs 
signify the attitudinal and behavioral reactions of the 
individuals involved. Klein et al. (1987) also recognized 
exogenous systems in their model. Exogenous systems denote 
factors independent of what happens during the appraisal 
interview that might influence system outputs, such as 
feedback from sources other than the supervisor. Based on 
these variables, four linkages in the model were proposed:
(1) input-throughput, (2) throughput-output, (3) system
reactivation, and (4) exogenous systems. Below, each 
linkage will be introduced and research relevant to each 
linkage will be discussed briefly.
Input-Throughput 
Research on the input-throughput linkage of performance 
reviews can be outlined in terms of the inputs involved. 
Klein et al. (1987) divided inputs into three categories:
(1) organizational inputs, (2) appraisal-related inputs, and 
(3) individual inputs. In the following sections, the 
relationship between each of these categories and appraisal 
interview throughputs is presented.
Organizational Inputs
Klein et al. (1987) and Wexley (1986) suggested that 
organizational variables such as structure and technology 
affect the way performance reviews are conducted, much in
the same way as they affect how jobs are supervised or 
evaluated (Keeley, 1978; Likert, 1967; Mintzberg, 1973).
For example, depending on the type of organizational 
structure, supervisors may be more or less supportive and 
considerate in the appraisal interview (Wexley & Klimoski, 
1984; Wexley & Yukl, 1984). Further, organizational 
technology, such as complexity (Brinkeroff & Ranter, 1980), 
could influence review variables (Cummings & Schwab, 1973) 
such as amounts of supportiveness, consideration, and goal 
setting. However, no performance review research has 
addressed organizational inputs (Klein et al.). 
Appraisal-Related Inputs
The purpose, frequency, and format of the interview are 
three factors that should affect throughputs (Klein et al., 
1987). Several authors have advocated the use of separate 
interview styles for achieving different purposes (Cummings 
& Schwab, 1973; Kane & Lawler, 1979; Keeley, 1979; Maier, 
1958). However, only one empirical study has been 
conducted on an appraisal that was not contrived only for 
research purposes. Prince and Lawler (1986) found that 
discussion of salary related to higher levels of 
participation and goal setting. Another study (Burke, 
Weitzel, & Weir, 1978) also found positive effects for pay 
discussion; however, no administrative decisions were 
actually attached to the appraisal interviews.
Considering the frequency of feedback, Cummings and 
Schwab (1973) propose that the frequency of feedback should 
be determined by the type of job (McConkie, 1979) and the 
performance level of the subordinate and subordinate job 
tenure (Kane & Lawler, 1979). Accordingly, subordinates in 
discretionary, nonroutine jobs would require more frequent 
appraisal interviews, as would low performers and recent 
hires.
Turning to the format's effect on appraisal interview 
outcomes, many of the suggestions revolve around the content 
of the appraisals (Klein et al., 1987). Specifically, 
several authors favored goal-oriented (McGregor, 1957;
Meyer, Kay & French, 1965; Odiorne, 1965) and behavior- 
oriented (Latham & Wexley, 1981) performance reviews rather 
than traditional trait-oriented ones. Alternatively, 
Cummings and Schwab (1973) and Keeley (1978) favor varying 
the format in accordance with subordinate characteristics 
and job characteristics as discussed above regarding the 
frequency of the interviews.
Individual Inputs
Subordinate characteristics. Several subordinate 
characteristics, such as need for achievement, need for 
independence, locus of control, and self-esteem have been 
hypothesized as influencing the appraisal interview (Klein 
et al., 1987). However, support for these variables has 
been mixed. For example, French, Kay, and Meyer (1966)
found that subordinates with high self-esteem perceived less 
threat in the interview than low self-esteem subordinates, 
and Stone, Gueutal, and McIntosh (1984) found self-esteem 
was positively related to feedback accuracy. On the other 
hand, Ilgen, Peterson, Martin, and Boeschen (1981) and 
Hillery and Wexley (1974) found no significant effects for 
subordinate self-esteem.
Dyadic characteristics. The quality of the supervisor- 
subordinate relationship was hypothesized by Klein et al. 
(1987) to affect the appraisal interview process. According 
to Klein et al., supervisors would treat subordinates with 
in-group status differently than subordinates with out-group 
status as hypothesized in vertical dyad linkage theory 
(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). No research was reported 
on this topic.
Other interaction-based factors affecting the 
supervisor's actions and attitudes in the appraisal 
interview process such as the results of the performance 
review, supervisor attributions of subordinate performance, 
and supervisor trust in the subordinate have been suggested 
(Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Carroll & Schneier, 1982; Klein 
et al., 1987; Wexley, 1986). To date, performance review 
researchers have neglected most of these issues (Klein et 
al., 1987). However, Carroll, Cintron, and Tosi (1971) did 
find that supervisors allowed trusted subordinates to 
participate more in their appraisal interviews than
nontrusted subordinates.
Supervisor characteristics. Klein et al. (1987) 
suggested leadership style, attitudes toward the appraisal 
system, and attributions about subordinate performance may 
influence the review process. Despite the abundance of 
suggestions, only a few supervisor variables have been 
investigated.
Carroll et al. (1971) found general managerial 
effectiveness to be related to effectiveness in performance 
interviews. Gruenfeld and Weissenberg (1966) demonstrated 
that a supervisor's leadership style (high initiating 
structure and high consideration) was related to subordinate 
attitudes toward the appraisal system (e.g., the review 
provided a needed opportunity for performance counseling).
The preceding supervisor inputs as well as the dyadic 
inputs represent characteristics which are potentially less 
amenable to change than other characteristics. For example, 
having supervisors change their leadership style from 
autocratic to democratic may be more difficult than learning 
new techniques of giving feedback. Some of the supervisor 
input characteristics that may be more easily changed are 
discussed in the following section. Trainable supervisor 
inputs to the appraisal interview can be grouped into three 
categories: (1) appraisal-related knowledge, (2) preparatory
behaviors, and (3) appraisal system reactions.
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The knowledge, skills, and abilities that a supervisor 
brings to the appraisal interview have been suggested as 
influencing the review session (Cederblom, 1982; Ilgen, 
Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). Appraisal-related knowledge may 
include the ability to give negative feedback, interpersonal 
skill, and proficiency in goal setting and feedback 
techniques. Appraisal-related knowledge may also extend to 
the supervisor's knowledge of the subordinate's job 
(Cederblom, 1982). Along these lines, Landy, Barnes, and 
Murphy (1978) found subordinates who perceive their 
supervisors as being knowledgeable about subordinate job 
duties rated their supervisors as less biased and more 
accurate in their ratings.
Other potentially trainable supervisor inputs include 
preparatory behaviors (Carroll & Schneier, 1982; Wexley, 
1984) . These behaviors denote activities in which 
supervisors engage, prior to the performance review, which 
are designed to prepare the supervisor for each review and 
facilitate the review process. These activities include 
familiarization with each subordinate's performance record, 
goal planning for group performance, and development of 
specific interview structures tailored to each subordinate.
Finally, supervisor reactions to the appraisal system 
are also important inputs to the performance review. 
Supervisor reactions result from their perceptions and 
beliefs surrounding the organization's commitment to and
support of the appraisal system (Lawler, Mohrman, & Resnick, 
1984) . These reactions might be in response to the 
perceived fairness, accuracy, and usefulness of the 
appraisal form. Reactions also arise from time constraints 
indicating how long the supervisor has to conduct the 
reviews and the perceived commitment of upper management to 
the necessity and outcome of the interviews. If these 
reactions assume a negative valence, for example when 
supervisors perceive upper management has no commitment to 
the appraisal interview, then the supervisor's behavior 
during the interview would reflect the same lack of 
commitment (e.g., no goal setting, support, or 
encouragement).
Throughput-Output 
Compared with the input-throughput relation, the 
throughput-output linkage is a well-researched appraisal 
interview area (Klein et al., 1987). Since the supervisor 
is in control of the review session, research in this area 
has focused on the supervisor's actions during the review 
session. The supervisor's behavior during the appraisal 
interview is typically grouped into two categories: 1) 
administrative and 2) developmental. Administrative and 
developmental categorization follows the general notion that 
the appraisal process serves these two basic purposes (Landy 
& Farr, 1983; Meyer, Kay, & French, 1965; Prince & Lawler, 
1986) . Researchers have attempted to sort interview
behavior into these two areas (Cummings & Schwab, 1973; 
Dorfman et al., 1986; Kane & Lawler, 1979; Keeley, 1978; 
Wexley & Yukl, 1984). Administrative behaviors include a 
discussion of pay, promotions, and terminations, and 
dissemination of company policy information. Developmental 
behaviors, on the other hand, provide subordinates with 
specific performance feedback, support, criticism, and 
counseling to improve their future job performance. Recent 
support for the distinction between administrative and 
developmental functions was found in a study investigating 
subordinate reactions to supervisor appraisal behaviors 
(Dorfman, Stephan, & Loveland, 1986). Dorfman et al. factor 
analyzed usual interview behaviors and produced three 
factors associated with two developmental dimensions and one 
administrative dimension. The two developmental dimensions 
focused on supportive behaviors and performance improvement, 
whereas the administrative dimension emphasized discussions 
of pay and promotion.
For the purposes of discussion, the throughput-output 
research will be divided into developmental and 
administrative behaviors. It would appear from the 
following discussion that developmental appraisal interview 
behaviors were studied to a greater extent than 
administrative behaviors. However, the majority of these 




Goal setting. Goal setting during the performance 
review has been related to favorable outcomes. In the past, 
goal setting has correlated positively with subordinate 
satisfaction with the interview (Burke et al., 1978; Burke & 
Wilcox, 1969; Greller, 1975, 1978; Kolb & Boyatis, 1971; 
Nemeroff & Consentino, 1978; Thompson & Dalton, 1970), 
subordinate perceptions of appraisal fairness and accuracy 
(Landy et al., 1978), subordinate motivation to improve 
(Burke et al.; Burke & Wilcox; Nemeroff & Consentino), and 
subordinate performance improvement (Burke et al.; Burke & 
Wilcox; French et al., 1966; Meyer et al., 1965). Not all 
research, however, has found significant relationships 
between goal setting and appraisal interview outcomes 
(Dipboye & Pontbriand, 1981; Ivancevich, 1982).
Participation. Providing the subordinate with the 
opportunity to participate and encouraging participation 
have been linked to positive appraisal interview outcomes 
(Burke et al., 1978; Burke & Wilcox, 1969; Dipboye & 
Pontbriand, 1981; Greller, 1975; Nemeroff & Wexley, 1977). 
Also, actual subordinate participation has related to 
positive performance review outcomes (Bassett & Meyer, 1968; 
French et al., 1966). These positive effects were enhanced 
under conditions of low threat (Bassett & Meyer; French et 
al.) and if the amount of participation during the interview 
was congruent with previous levels of participation (French
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et al.; Hillery & Wexley, 1974).
Supportiveness and praise. Positive appraisal 
interview outcomes, such as feedback acceptance, 
satisfaction, and motivation were found when supervisors 
provided support and gave praise for their subordinates 
during the interview (Burke et al., 1978; Burke & Wilcox, 
1969; Carroll & Tosi, 1976; Kay, Meyer & French, 1965; 
Nemeroff & Wexley, 1977; Solem, 1960). For example, Kay et 
al. and Nemeroff and Wexley found supervisor supportiveness 
in the interview led to increased acceptance of appraisal 
feedback and satisfaction with the supervisor. For 
supportiveness and praise to be effective, they must be 
perceived as genuine and not be used to offset criticism 
(Kay et al.).
Criticism. While the use of support and praise results 
in positive outcomes, the use of criticism often yields 
negative appraisal interview outcomes such as subordinate 
defensiveness (Kay et al., 1965; Nemeroff & Wexley, 1977) or 
subordinate dissatisfaction (Greller, 1978). This research 
appears to indicate that subordinates possess a level of 
tolerance for criticism and when that level is surpassed, 
negative outcomes result.
Administrative Behaviors
Klein et al. (1987) suggested that clarifying the 
nature of the subordinate's job would result in positive 
performance review outcomes. Support for this idea stems
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from two studies (Burke et al., 1978; Burke & Wilcox, 1969). 
Both studies found positive effects (e.g., increased 
satisfaction with appraisal review) following clarification 
of the subordinate's job. To date, no other administrative 
appraisal interview behaviors have received study.
System Reactivation 
System reactivation refers to the dynamic, continuous 
(or reciprocal) aspect of the Klein et al. (1987) model. 
Carroll and Schneier (1982) and Klein et al. propose that 
previous performance appraisal interview outputs could 
affect subsequent interviews. However, no study has 
addressed this area.
Exogenous Systems 
Klein et al. (1987) indicated that the performance 
review may not be the only system bearing on employee 
attitudes and behaviors. Other systems, such as direct 
effects of earlier identified inputs, other feedback 
sources, or the work environment may also affect attitudes 
and behaviors. Initial support for the influence of other 
feedback sources stems from a study by Greller and Herold 
(1975) who identified five sources of feedback: company, 
supervisor, coworker, job, and self. They found 
subordinates relied more on intrinsic feedback than on 
feedback from the supervisor.
Purpose of the Present Study
The present study's purpose is to investigate how the 
supervisor influences the performance review process. Using 
Klein et al.'s (1987) model as a guide, this study 
investigates the influence of supervisor characteristics in 
the input-throughput linkage and the throughput-output 
linkage. Stated differently, supervisor characteristics 
will be studied as they relate to subordinates' perceptions 
of supervisor behavior during the appraisal interview, and 
then, how these perceptions relate to the subordinates' 
reactions to their interview. It is important to study 
these relationships for several reasons. First, the 
interaction of supervisor and subordinate during the 
appraisal review has been largely ignored in the literature. 
Moreover, as Ilgen et al. 1979 pointed out, the perception 
and acceptance of feedback given during evaluations cannot 
be taken for granted. Finally, the variable under 
investigation represent criteria of interest to multiple 
constituencies (organization, rater, ratee, and researcher) 
as suggested by Balzer and Sulsky (1990).
The supervisor was chosen as the main focus for two 
reasons: one theoretical and one applied. First, the 
theoretical reason can be stated simply; little knowledge of 
the role of supervisory factors in the appraisal interview 
exists. What has been investigated is most often based on 
single-sample, unreplicated studies. Second, the applied
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reason is driven by potential utility. If change is 
required for improved appraisal interview results, it would 
be more economical to change the behavior of one supervisor, 
who has ten subordinates, than to change the ten 
subordinates under that same supervisor.
Long ago, Maier (1958) stated that managers lacking the 
necessary performance review skills could be linked to the 
failure of these reviews to result in subordinate 
performance increases. More recently, Nemeroff and 
Consentino (1979) noted that methods of improving 
supervisors' appraisal interview skills remained to be 
investigated. Therefore, considering the applied purpose of 
this paper, the focus is on what behaviors supervisors can 
change that will affect how they conduct the appraisal 
interview. The following sections develop, in greater 
detail, the literature on factors affecting the supervisor's 
interview behavior and the effect of this behavior on 
reactions to the appraisal interview. Figure 2 represents 
an initial model of supervisory factors based on these 
proposed relationships.
Insert Figure 2 about here
In general, the present study posits that individual 
inputs from the supervisor will relate to the supervisor's 
behavior in the appraisal interview. Stated differently,
the individual inputs are presented as trainable skills and 
behaviors that supervisors might acquire which will lead to 
more effective performance review behaviors. Effective 
interview behaviors might result in improved subordinate 
reactions, such as greater satisfaction with the review and 
greater motivation to improve future job performance. For 
example, a subordinate given a review by a supervisor 
skilled in providing specific, constructive feedback may be 
satisfied with the feedback because the supervisor has 
demonstrated genuine concern for helping the subordinate 
improve. In addition the subordinate performance may 
increase because he/she is now armed with exact knowledge of 
what needs improvement and thus is better prepared to act on 
this information. In the following section, hypotheses are 
developed around the model presented in Figure 2.
Hypotheses
Preparatory behaviors. Ideally, prior to any meeting, 
a supervisor prepares by scheduling time, determining which 
topics to address, anticipating potential conflicts and so 
on. For the performance review, preparation may also be 
used as another method for the supervisor to increase the 
review's effectiveness. Specifically, the act of thinking 
about the upcoming performance reviews and gathering 
information in preparation for them has been suggested as 
affecting interview behaviors and reactions to the interview 
(Carroll & Schneier, 1982; Wexley, 1986) .
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To date, preparation has only been investigated as a 
subordinate behavior (Burke et al., 1978). However, the 
usefulness of preparation as a supervisor behavior seems 
equally advantageous (Carroll & Schneier, 1982). Burke et 
al. indicated that subordinate preparation (e.g., thinking 
about past performance and self-evaluating performance) was 
related to perceived influence in planning development and 
setting performance targets. Certainly, supervisors who 
"throw together" their appraisal interviews at the last 
moment will not be perceived as providing quality reviews. 
The first hypothesis aims to show how supervisor preparation 
can be an effective tool when conducting performance 
reviews.
: Supervisor preparation activities for subordinate
appraisal interviews will correlate positively 
with subordinate perceptions of the quality and 
quantity of administrative and developmental 
interview behaviors. In addition, these interview 
behaviors will be related to greater subordinate 
satisfaction and motivation to improve.
As an experimental test of Hypothesis 1, supervisors 
will be instructed in three methods of preparing for the 
appraisal interview. These methods involve having the 
supervisors: (1) develop specific areas for their 
subordinates to improve and generate possible ways to 
accomplish the improvements (IMPROVE), (2) prepare specific
20
examples of their subordinate's job behavior to support 
their evaluation (EXAMPLE), and (3) make suggestions about 
ways of improving the current performance rating form 
(CONTROL). In general, the manipulated conditions (IMPROVE 
and EXAMPLE) will produce significantly greater reports of 
developmental and administrative actions than the CONTROL 
condition. Specifically:
H-̂ a : The IMPROVE and EXAMPLE conditions will produce 
increased reports by subordinates of 
administrative actions, such as explaining how 
performance improvements benefit the subordinate 
and discussing work projects; and,
H-^: The IMPROVE and EXAMPLE conditions will produce
increased reports by subordinates of developmental 
behaviors, such as allowing subordinate input and 
praising the subordinate's accomplishments. 
Appraisal-related knowledge. Suggestions that the 
supervisor should possess certain appraisal interview skills 
to insure the interview's success have been made by several 
authors (Carroll & Schneier, 1982; Maier, 1958; Stone et 
al., 1984; Wexley, 1986). Specifically, Nemeroff and 
Consentino (1979) suggested that increasing supervisor 
review skills should increase their effectiveness in the 
interview. They found supervisors given instruction in 
methods of giving feedback and goal setting were rated by 
their subordinates as providing significantly better
21
performance reviews than supervisors who did not receive any 
instruction. Subordinates also reported that their 
satisfaction and motivation to improve were significantly 
increased when appraisal interviews were conducted by 
skilled supervisors.
Further, Landy et al. (1978) found that subordinates 
who perceived their supervisors as being more knowledgeable 
about their jobs rated their supervisors as less biased and 
more accurate in their ratings. Also, subordinates were 
more satisfied with their feedback when it was provided by 
experts (Klein, Kraut, & Wolfson, 1971) .
Therefore, evidence has accumulated to suggest that the 
more knowledgeable (e.g., had training in goal setting) 
supervisors are in the appraisal process, the greater the 
positive reaction (e.g., higher satisfaction with appraisal 
interview) from their subordinates. What the subordinates 
are satisfied with, however, is unclear. Do supervisors 
with greater appraisal-related knowledge conduct performance 
reviews differently than their less knowledgeable cohorts? 
The second hypothesis proposes a test of this notion.
H2 s Supervisors who are skilled and knowledgeable in 
interview behaviors will be perceived by their 
subordinates as providing a significantly greater 
quantity and quality of administrative and 
developmental appraisal interview behaviors.
Again, the increase in supervisor interview
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behaviors will be associated with greater positive 
review outcomes, such as satisfaction and 
motivation.
Appraisal system reactions. The reactions of 
supervisors to their organization's appraisal system and 
policies also might affect the way in which they conduct the 
appraisal interviews. If supervisors determine that 
performance review sessions are a waste of their time and 
effort, then they may reduce their input in the reviews and 
thus, change the way they conduct the reviews (e.g., provide 
less encouragement for their subordinates). Lawler et al. 
(1984) suggested that supervisors might determine the 
importance of performance reviews as a function of how they 
perceive top management's commitment to appraisals, whether 
supervisor rewards are contingent on effectiveness of the 
interviews, or whether the organization encourages the 
development of successful interviews (Lawler et al., 1984). 
To date, no research has addressed the suggestions made by 
Lawler et al. Therefore, the third hypothesis will assess 
whether supervisors' perceptions of the appraisal system 
affect their behavior during the review sessions.
H3 : Supervisor reactions to the organization's
appraisal system will be positively related to 
subordinate perceptions of the quality and 
quantity of their supervisor's administrative and 
developmental behaviors. Again, these behaviors
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will be positively related to greater subordinate 
satisfaction and motivation to improve their 
future job performance.
Subordinate level of performance. Several authors have 
suggested that different types of appraisal interviews 
should be conducted contingent upon the performance level of 
the subordinate (Cummings & Schwab, 1978; Kane & Lawler, 
1979; Keeley, 1978; Maier, 1958). The general proposition 
is that poor performers should receive appraisal interviews 
directed by administrative and evaluative behaviors whereas 
good performers should receive interviews with more 
behaviors directed at their future development (Cummings & 
Schwab). It seems logical that performance reviews of poor 
performers need to focus on bringing their performance level 
up to acceptable standards. Good performers, conversely, 
having already demonstrated better than acceptable 
performance, will focus on what lies ahead in terms of their 
careers or advancement.
Further, many earlier studies did not control for the 
subordinate's level of performance (e.g., Burke et al.,
1978; Burke & Wilcox, 1969; Ilgen et al., 1981; Nemeroff & 
Wexley, 1977). Drawing from Dorfman et al. (1986), failure 
to control for subordinate level of performance may lead to 
a spurious relation between subordinate perceptions of their 
supervisor's appraisal interview behavior and subordinate 
reactions to the interviews. As an integration of the
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contingency theory approach from Cummings and Schwab (1978) 
and the statistical control suggested by Dorfman et al., 
subordinate level of performance will be controlled in 
subsequent analysis of Hypotheses 1 through 3. Further, 
Hypothesis 4 will serve as a direct test of the influence of 
subordinate level of performance.
H4: Poor performers will receive less attention to
their future career development and more 
administrative behaviors than good performers. 
Further, subordinate satisfaction and motivation 
to improve will be positively related to 
subordinate level of performance.
Method
Subj ects
The final sample consisted of 89 supervisor/subordinate 
pairs from a large state department of mental health in the 
southeast United States. The department of mental health 
consists of seven facilities; five mental retardation 
centers and two state hospitals. Five of the seven 
facilities agreed to participate in the present study; four 
mental retardation centers and one state hospital. One 
hundred ninety supervisor/subordinate pairs were randomly 
selected to receive materials. Attrition due to subjects 
declining participation, turnover or change in job status, 
conclusion of the current project, and other non-specific 
factors resulted in a response rate of 47 percent. A 
supervisor/subordinate pair is defined as an employee and 
the supervisor who provides that employee with an annual, 
formal performance evaluation and a performance review 
interview. For inclusion, each member of the pair had to 
have a minimum tenure of 1 year and the supervisor had to 
have given a performance review to the subordinate member 
previously. Selection of the pairs was conducted randomly 
without replacement through the state agency's performance 
appraisal tracking database.
Of the supervisors responding, 50 were female and 36 
were male (three did not indicate their gender). The 
supervisor's level of education was reported as follows: 13
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percent "some college", 7 percent "associate degreee", 7 
percent college degree or equivalent", 4 percent "some 
graduate school", 55 percent Master's degree or equivalent", 
and 4 percent "Ph.D. or equivalent" (10 percent missing 
data). The supervisor's average age was 39.92 years (SD = 
8.94) and average length of employment was 7.59 years (SD = 
4.96). Supervisors were directors of their division, 
department heads, or assistant department heads.
Comparisons of respondent to non-respondent demographics 
were limited to gender. For both supervisors and 
subordinates, the state agency reported that two-thirds of 
employees were female and one-third were male.
For the subordinates, 62 were female and 30 were male 
(three did not indicate their gender). Subordinate level of 
education was reported as: 22 percent "high school degree or 
GED", 13 percent "some college", 7 percent "associate 
degreee", 17 percent college degree or equivalent", 16 
percent "some graduate school", 20 percent Master's degree 
or equivalent", and 2 percent "Ph.D. or equivalent". The 
subordinates' average age was 38.41 years (SD = 11.31) and 
their average length of employment was 3.96 years (SD = 
4.13). Subordinates were direct care supervisors, nursing 
administrators, or senior direct care providers.
Procedure
The present study consisted of a survey with an 
experimental component and was conducted in three phases.
Phase One consisted of the identification of appropriate 
supervisor/subordinate pairs and of the manipulation of two 
supervisor preparatory behaviors. As stated previously, the 
supervisor/subordinate pairs were randomly selected. 
Selection was without replacement such that no supervisor 
participated more than once. Further, if a supervisor was 
scheduled to provide several performance reviews, one 
subordinate was randomly chosen for possible participation. 
The two preparatory behaviors experimentally manipulated are 
described in the "Experimental Manipulation" section. A 
control group was also included.
Phase Two entailed the administration and completion of 
the supervisor surveys. For matching purposes, supervisors 
completed the surveys using the specific subordinate 
identified in the assignment phase as a reference. 
Supervisors were instructed to deliver to the reference 
subordinates their materials after the interview. The 
subordinate materials were sealed in separate envelopes. 
Phase Three involved the completion of the subordinates' 
surveys.
Confidentiality was assured via a cover letter and by 
requesting that the supervisors and subordinates not put 
their names on the surveys. All materials were returned in 
a postage-paid envelope directly to the author at Louisiana 
State University. To facilitate the correct matching of 
supervisor and subordinate materials after separate return
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mailings, identification numbers were assigned to each 
pair's materials.
Supervisor Survey
The supervisor questionnaire contained six sections:
(1) a cover letter, (2) an experimental manipulation, (3) 
demographic information, (4) a measure of preparatory 
behaviors, (5) a measure of appraisal-related knowledge, and 
(6) a measure of perceptions of the appraisal system.
Cover Letter. The supervisor cover letter explained 
the purpose of the study, assured anonymity, gave detailed 
instructions, and requested that the survey be mailed in the 
postage-paid envelope directly to the author (see Appendix 
A). An informed consent statement was included at the 
bottom of the cover letter.
Demographic Information. Supervisor demographic 
information included items concerning the supervisor's sex, 
marital status, age, highest educational level, length of 
employment with the organization, length of time in current 
position, length of time since last performance review, 
length of time since conducted last performance appraisal, 
number of employees they review, their own level of 
performance, and the performance rating given to the 
reference subordinate at the last review session (see 
Appendix B).
Experimental manipulation. The experimental 
manipulation of supervisor preparatory behaviors consisted
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of providing supervisors with slightly different instruction 
on one additional task they completed prior to conducting 
performance reviews. These manipulated behaviors were to be 
performed by the supervisors in addition to their normal 
performance review activities (not to interfere with any 
preparatory behaviors they might already do). Supervisors 
were assigned to the experimental manipulations randomly.
The manipulation included two experimental conditions and a 
control condition. Specifically, these conditions involved 
having the supervisors: (1) prepare specific examples of 
their subordinate's job behavior to support their evaluation 
(EXAMPLE), (2) develop specific areas for their subordinate
to improve and generate possible ways to accomplish the 
improvements, and/or identify specific areas on which to 
praise their subordinate (IMPROVE), and (3) suggest methods 
of improving the current performance appraisal rating 
instrument (CONTROL). Each manipulation is presented in 
Appendix C. Supervisors were allowed to ask questions to 
clarify the instructions.
Preparatory behaviors. A 10-item scale measured 
supervisors' pre-interview behaviors (see Appendix D).
Items for this scale were based on suggestions in the 
literature of methods for supervisors to better prepare for 
the appraisal interviews they conduct (Bernardin & Beatty, 
1984; Carroll & Schneier, 1982; Wexley, 1986 and others).
All items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale. Six
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items used anchors from "1" indicating strong disagreement 
with the statement to "5" signifying strong agreement with 
the statement. An example of this type of item is "I 
carefully reviewed the notes I have kept on my subordinate's 
performance." Also, for the experimental groups, two of the 
items served as manipulation checks.
The remaining four items used anchors referring to the 
amount of time scheduled for the interview. These anchors 
ranged from "1" denoting minimal time to "5" indicating more 
than enough time.
Appraisal-related knowledge. The supervisor's 
appraisal-related knowledge scale consisted of 16 items (see 
Appendix E) and indicated the supervisor's general appraisal 
skills and abilities. Items for this scale were developed 
from suggestions in the performance appraisal interview 
literature (Bernardin & Beatty, 1984; Carroll & Schneier, 
1982; Lawler et al., 1984; Wexley, 1986 and others). 
Supervisors indicated, separately, their levels of 
experience and formal training in eight areas. Both 
sections used a 5-point Likert-type scale. For example, the 
training (experience) section was anchored such that a "1" 
indicates "little or no training (experience)", "3" denotes 
"a moderate amount of training (experience)", and "5" 
signifies "a lot of training (experience)".
Perceptions of the appraisal system. Supervisor 
perceptions of the appraisal system were measured with a 12-
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item scale. The purpose of this scale was to tap the 
supervisor's trust and confidence in the organization's 
appraisal system. Items were derived, in part, from 
previous work by Gruenfeld and Weissenberg (1966) and 
Bernardin (1978) and suggestions from other relevant 
literature (e.g., Bernardin & Beatty, 1984). The supervisor 
appraisal system perception scale is presented in Appendix 
F. Supervisors responded to each statement concerning their 
perceptions of the appraisal system by using a 5-point 
Likert-type scale. The response scale was anchored such 
that a "1" indicates strong disagreement with the statement, 
"3" denotes neither agreement nor disagreement with the 
dimension, and "5" signifies strong agreement with the 
statement. For example, supervisors were asked for their 
level of agreement regarding whether their "organization's 
appraisal system and reviews are implemented uniformly by 
all supervisors."
Subordinate Survey
The subordinate questionnaire consisted of five 
sections: (1) a cover letter, (2) demographic information,
(3) a measure of perceptions of their supervisor's interview 
behaviors (developmental and administrative), and (4) a 
measure of their reactions to the interview. Subordinate 
perceptions were chosen based on the suggestion that the way 
subordinates interpret supervisory behaviors determines 
their reactions better than actual interview behavior (Klein
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et al., 1987). The items from the measures of developmental 
behaviors and administrative behaviors were randomly ordered 
in the scale.
Cover letter. The subordinate cover letter explained 
the purpose of the study, assured anonymity, gave detailed 
instruction, and requested that the survey be mailed in the 
postage-paid envelope directly to the author (see Appendix
G). An informed consent statement was included at the 
bottom of the cover letter.
Demographic information. Subordinate demographic 
information included items concerning the subordinate's sex, 
marital status, age, highest educational level, length of 
employment with the organization, length of time in current 
position, length of time since last performance appraisal, 
and outcome of their last performance rating (see Appendix
H) .
Perceptions of supervisor's interview behavior. 
Subordinate perceptions of the supervisor's appraisal 
interview behaviors were assessed with a 22 item instrument 
(see Appendix I). This scale was divided into two 
subscales, one tapped specific administrative (eight items) 
and the other tapped specific developmental behaviors (14 
items), which reflect the supervisor actions during the 
appraisal interview. The administrative scale consisted of 
items 3, 7, 9, 11, 14, 15, 18, and 21. Items 1, 2, 4, 5, 6 , 
8, 10, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20, and 22 comprised the
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developmental scale. Items were adapted from similar 
measures used in the performance review literature (Burke et 
al., 1978; Dorfman et al., 1986; Keaveny, Inderrieden, & 
Allen, 1987; Landy et al., 1978; Nemeroff & Wexley, 1977). 
Subordinates responded to the items using a 5-point Likert- 
type scale. The response scale was anchored such that a "1" 
indicated strong disagreement with the statement, "3" 
denoted neither agreement nor disagreement with the 
dimension, and "5" signified strong agreement with the 
statement. For example, subordinates rated their level of 
agreement with the statement that their supervisor "was very 
supportive." High scores indicate subordinates perceived 
their supervisors as exhibiting more developmental (or 
administrative) actions.
Reactions to the appraisal interview. Subordinate 
reactions to their appraisal interviews were measured by a 
seven-item scale. The items for the subordinate reaction 
scales were adapted from Dorfman et al. (1986) and Burke et 
al. (1978). The subordinate reaction scale is presented in 
Appendix J. Subordinates responded to statements concerning 
their reaction to how the appraisal interview was conducted 
by using a 5-point Likert-type scale. The response scale 
was anchored such that a "1" indicated strong disagreement 
with the statement, "3" denoted neither agreement nor 
disagreement with the dimension, and "5" signified strong 
agreement with the statement. For example, one item asked
subordinates to rate their agreement with the statement that 
they were "satisfied with the discussion about my job 
performance with myself and my supervisor."
Results
Item-total Correlations and Scale Reliabilities
Item-total correlations were calculated for each scale 
in the present study. Items having low item-total 
correlations were eliminated from the scales. To be 
retained, each item had to meet a minimum item-total 
correlation of .30 (Nunnally, 1978). Items were removed 
from three of the scales: one item was removed from the 
supervisor preparatory behavior scale (item 3), one item was 
removed from the supervisor perception of the appraisal 
system scale (item 7), and five items were removed from the 
subordinate perception of the supervisor developmental 
interview behavior scale (items 2, 6, 8, 13, and 17). All 
scales used in the remaining analyses had coefficient alpha 
reliabilities ranging from .7562 to .9419. These analyses 
are presented in Tables 1-6.
Insert Tables 1-6 about here
Manipulation Check
A manipulation check was conducted for the two 
experimental conditions: IMPROVE and EXAMPLE. Endorsement
of two items from the "Supervisor Preparatory Behaviors" 
scale was compared to the experimental manipulation 
assignments of each supervisor. Specifically, an analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the item (Prep4) asking
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if the supervisor "prepared specific examples of my 
subordinate's job performance to support feedback I gave.
For example, I had a list of instances pertaining to each 
performance dimension on which I rated my subordinate". 
Likewise, an ANOVA was conducted on the item (Prep6) asking 
if the supervisor "developed specific points of praise or 
areas of performance weakness to discuss with my 
subordinate". To determine the effectiveness of the 
manipulations, higher endorsements would be expected from 
supervisors in the EXAMPLE condition and IMPROVE conditions 
for Prep4 and Prep6, respectively. In these analyses and 
all other analyses in the present study, the Student-Newman- 
Keuls mean comparison procedure was used.
The ANOVA for Prep4, the item referring to preparing 
specific examples, was significant [F (2, 82) = 3.51, p < 
.05]. An inspection of the means (Table 7), indicates that 
supervisors in the EXAMPLE condition generated specific 
examples more than either the IMPROVE or CONTROL conditions. 
Relatedly, the ANOVA for Prep6, the item referring to 
developing specific points of praise, was significant [F (2, 
81) = 3.42, £ < .05]. Supervisors in the IMPROVE condition 
indicated stronger agreement with having developed points of 
praise and areas of performance weakness than supervisors in 
the CONTROL condition (see Table 8).
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Insert Table 7 about here
Insert Table 8 about here
Experimental (ANCOVA) Analyses
For the experimental component of the present study, an 
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to determine 
differences in both the supervisor administrative 
(Hypothesis la) and developmental behaviors (Hypothesis lb) 
under the different experimental preparatory behavior 
conditions with subordinate level of performance controlled. 
The means and correlations among the variables are presented 
in Table 9.
Insert Table 9 about here
Before interpreting the ANCOVA results, additional 
analyses were conducted to check the ANCOVA assumption that 
slopes are parallel. These analyses indicated that the 
assumption was valid for all three analyses: administrative 
behaviors [F (2, 82) = 2.97, ns] , developmental behaviors [F 
(2, 83) = 1.55, ns], and subordinate reactions [F (2, 82) = 
.29, ns].
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Hypothesis la stated that the manipulated preparatory 
behaviors would affect the supervisor's administrative 
behaviors as perceived by the subordinate. The effect of 
the preparatory behavior manipulations on the administrative 
behaviors was not significant [F (2, 84) = .67, ns]. The 
covariate (subordinate performance) was also not significant 
[F (1, 84) = .06, ns]. Thus, Hypothesis la was not 
supported for administrative behaviors.
Subordinate perceptions of their supervisor's 
developmental actions were predicted to be affected by the 
preparatory actions of the supervisor (Hypothesis lb). 
Preparatory behaviors did produce significant differences in 
the reported developmental behaviors [F (2, 85) = 3.13, p < 
.05]; although the covariate (subordinate performance) was 
not significant [F (1, 85) = .28, ns]. The adjusted means 
for each condition are presented in Table 10 along with mean 
comparison results. An inspection of this table reveals 
that supervisors in the IMPROVE condition (M = 3.88) were 
rated by their subordinates as having engaged in 
significantly greater developmental behaviors than the 
CONTROL condition supervisors (M = 3.54). No other 
differences in means were significant. Therefore, 
developmental behaviors were affected by preparatory 
behaviors as suggested in Hypotheses lb.
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Insert Table 10 about here
Correlational Analyses
The correlational (survey) component was analyzed with 
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients. Then, in 
order to determine the relative contribution of the 
variables in from each hypothesis, multiple regressions were 
conducted. Subordinate level of performance was entered 
first into each regression analysis as a covariate. Three 
regression analyses were conducted and are presented at the 
end of the correlational section.
For ease of explanation, the results for Hypotheses 1, 
2, and 3 are described as were their counterparts 
(Hypotheses la and lb) for the ANCOVA results. Therefore, 
the results for administrative actions are presented first, 
followed by the results for developmental actions for each 
hypothesis. The correlational analyses are presented in 
Table 9.
Recall that Hypothesis 1 proposed that supervisor 
preparatory actions would positively correlate with both 
administrative and developmental behaviors as perceived by 
the subordinate. Hypothesis 1 was not supported for 
administrative behaviors, but was supported for 
developmental behaviors. Supervisor preparatory behaviors 
were not significantly related to subordinate perceptions of
their supervisor's administrative actions [r (84) = .14, 
ns]. However, supervisor preparatory actions were 
significantly correlated with developmental actions [r (84)
= .30, £ < .05], Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive 
relationship between supervisor appraisal-related knowledge 
and subordinate perceptions of supervisor administrative and 
developmental behaviors. Hypothesis 2 was not supported for 
either administrative behaviors [r (85) = .21, ns] or 
developmental behavior [r (85) = .18, ns]. As predicted in 
Hypothesis 3, supervisor perceptions of the organization's 
appraisal system were positively related to subordinate 
perceptions of both administrative [r (85) = .26, p < .05] 
and developmental actions [r (85) = .25, p < .05].
Although not proposed as a unique hypothesis, a central
theme running through Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 was that 
increases in the developmental and administrative actions 
would be positively related to subordinate satisfaction and 
motivation to change. Both administrative [r (88) = .48, p 
< .01] and developmental [r (88) = .72, £ < .01] actions as 
reported by subordinates were found to be significantly 
correlated with subordinate reactions.
Hypothesis 4 stated that subordinate level of
performance would be positively correlated with supervisor
developmental behaviors and negatively correlated with 
supervisor administrative behaviors as perceived by the 
subordinate. It was further proposed that subordinate level
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of performance would be positively related to subordinate 
reaction to the appraisal interview. Hypothesis 4 was not 
supported for either the administrative [r (89) = .03, ns], 
or the developmental [r (89) = .06, ns] actions, or for 
subordinate reaction to the interview [r (88) = .16, ns].
Summary regression analyses. Multiple regressions 
analyses were conducted for Hypotheses 1-4. Both 
subordinate perceptions of supervisor administrative and 
developmental actions were regressed separately on 
subordinate level of performance (as a covariate), 
supervisor preparatory actions, supervisor appraisal-related 
knowledge, and supervisor perceptions of the appraisal 
system.
With administrative actions as the dependent variable, 
only supervisor perception of the appraisal system was 
significantly related [t (1, 76) = 2.29, £ < .05], as seen 
in Table 11. The multiple R for the model was .28. 
Supervisor's preparatory actions and appraisal related- 
knowledge were not significant. This result is consistent 
with Hypothesis 3 for the administrative actions.
Insert Table 11 about here
Table 12 shows the results for the regression of 
developmental behaviors on supervisor inputs. Supervisor 
preparation was the only variable significantly related [t
(1, 76) = 2.71, £ < .01] to developmental behaviors. The 
multiple R for the model was .31. This analysis is 
consistent with the prediction of Hypothesis 1 for 
developmenta1 behaviors.
Insert Table 12 about here
To test the central theme relating subordinate 
perceptions of supervisor administrative and developmental 
behaviors to subordinate reactions to the appraisal 
interview, an additional regression analysis was conducted 
Subordinate reaction was regressed on both administrative 
and developmental behaviors. Developmental action on the 
part of the supervisor was the only significantly 
contributor to subordinate reaction [t (1, 83) = 9.29, p < 
.001]. The results of this analysis are presented in Tabl 
13. The multiple R for the model was .85.
Insert Table 13 about here
Discussion
The results from the field experiment component are 
discussed first. Next*, the correlational analyses are 
covered drawing upon the experimental analyses. Finally, 
limitations of the present study and future directions are 
presented.
Experimental Results
Field experiments of the performance appraisal 
interview have been rare (e.g., Cummings, 1973; Nemeroff & 
Cosentino, 1979), at least in the published literature.
These studies focused on having supervisors deliberately 
conduct the appraisal interview differently (e.g., change of 
performance appraisal process and use of feedback and goal 
setting, respectively) than they usually would. The present 
study used a field experiment design to determine what 
effect changes made by the supervisor before conducting the 
interview would have on the direction of the appraisal 
interview and, subsequently, on the reaction of the 
subordinate to the interview process.
Results were encouraging when supervisor preparation 
was manipulated. Specifically, supervisors who actively 
prepared examples of specific subordinate performances to 
praise or within which to suggest improvement (IMPROVE 
condition) were perceived by the subordinates as having 
engaged in significantly more developmental actions than 
supervisors preparing as usual. These developmental actions
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indicated that supervisors were more supportive, friendly, 
and participative in their performance reviewing style. 
Having completed this type of preparation for the interview 
may have made the supervisors appear more genuinely 
concerned with the performance of their subordinates and 
facilitated a more efficient use of review time. These 
results supported the suggestions calling for more 
supervisor preparation made by Carroll and Schneier (1982) 
and Wexley (1986).
However, the other experimental condition (EXAMPLE) did 
not yield significant findings. Asking the supervisors to 
illustrate the performance feedback they gave their 
subordinates by generating specific behavioral examples did 
not significantly affect the supervisors' administrative or 
developmenta1 actions.
Two possible explanations may aid the understanding of 
these results. First, from an inspection of the standard 
deviations for developmental actions (see Table 10), the 
homogeneity of variance assumption might be questioned. A 
violation of this assumption would render conclusions based 
on these analyses misleading and invalid. To test the 
homogeneity of variance assumption, a Bartlett-Box F 
statistic was calculated and proved nonsignificant [F (2,
85) = 1.44, ns], indicating no violation.
The second explanation may be helpful. In discussions 
with the Personnel Director, it was noted that the
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performance appraisal system currently in use provides the 
opportunity to describe, in writing, subordinate 
performance. Many supervisors document the performance 
ratings they make, though it was suggested that 
documentation was not uniformly conducted. Considering the 
similarity between the EXAMPLE manipulation and the current 
appraisal system, no effect would be expected when compared 
to the CONTROL condition. Even if these examples were not 
usually written down, the appraisal system may have 
predisposed supervisors to at least mentally generate them. 
Unfortunately, this alternative explanation could not be 
tested in the present study.
No significant differences were found in the 
manipulated conditions with respect to mean differences in 
supervisor administrative actions. Administrative actions 
such as performance targets, salary adjustments, and 
departmental policy changes may not be left solely to a 
supervisor's discretion. Therefore, the manner in which 
they are presented during the interview would be less likely 
to vary. Additionally, these actions may occur less 
frequently than developmental actions. For example, 
although salary discussions have been suggested as major 
components of performance reviews (Meyer et al., 1968;
Prince & Lawler, 1986) , these types of variables are often 
infrequently discussed. With respect to salary discussion 
for subjects in the present study, no merit raises were
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legislated by the state government. Thus, merit pay 
increases were a moot point. The average administrative 
action rating of 2.83 (see Table 9) tends to support this 
notion. Whereas the administrative scale was not based on 
frequency, a low rating relative to other interview actions 
would suggest that discussions of these areas may have been 
less frequent.
Correlational Results
The discussion of the correlational component of the 
study consists of: 1) corroboration of the experimental 
component and 2) discussion of additional relationships. 
First, the regression of supervisor inputs on developmental 
actions during the appraisal interview and the tests of 
Hypothesis 1 supported the experimental findings.
Supervisor preparation was the only significant contributor 
to supervisor developmental actions. As the amount of 
preparation completed by a supervisor increased, subordinate 
reports of their supervisor's developmental behaviors also 
increased. This general finding is in direct support of the 
specific result of the experimental manipulation.
Therefore, it is likely that preparation in general will 
benefit the subordinate through extra effort and ability of 
their supervisor to provide support and constructive 
suggestions.
Supervisory knowledge in the area of appraisal 
interview practices was unrelated to their actions during
the interview (Hypothesis 2). On the whole, supervisors 
considered themselves to have average knowledge and 
experience (M = 3.61) in areas such as giving feedback and 
setting goals. Considering that the state agency provided 
extensive training only for the use of the performance 
appraisal instrument, this finding may not be surprising. 
Alternatively, greater effects on appraisal interview 
behavior may arise from training in specific areas of 
interviewing, such as building rapport, managing 
interpersonal interaction, or developing techniques of 
gaining feedback acceptance. These specific areas were not 
assessed by the appraisal-related knowledge questionnaire.
Supervisor perceptions of the appraisal system was the 
only variable significantly related to subordinate reports 
of supervisor administrative actions, as was supported in 
Hypothesis 3. The degree to which supervisors viewed the 
appraisal system positively (e.g., having impact on 
personnel decisions, fairly conducted, uniformly 
administered, supported by top management, etc.) correlated 
positively with the degree to which supervisors discussed 
such topics as pay, promotion, performance targets, and 
administrative policy changes. Organizational constraints 
as seen by the supervisor may dictate or limit the 
administrative actions taken during the interview. Some 
organizational variables, such as openness, trust, and 
supportiveness, have been hypothesized as influencing
48
appraisal interview actions (Klein et al., 1987; Lawler et 
al., 1984).
As suggested earlier, the current climate of the mental 
health agency may help to explain both the nonsignificant 
experimental analysis for the EXAMPLE condition and the 
aforementioned relationship between the supervisors' 
attitude toward the appraisal system and administrative 
behaviors. In comparison with the other variables measured 
in this study, both supervisor attitude toward the appraisal 
system and supervisor administrative action were rated 
lowest. A general feeling of apathy may be reducing the 
efforts of supervisors.
Interviews with various supervisors may shed light on 
this subject. The general opinion expressed by personnel 
directors and upper-level managers was that the appraisal 
system was well-designed and provided useful information; 
however, because merit pay was not available (only cost-of- 
living increases had been given), they felt that supervisors 
may put less effort into the appraisals.
The final analyses investigated the relationship 
between the actions during the appraisal interview 
(administrative and developmental) and the subordinates' 
reactions to the interview. Again, this analysis was not a 
specific hypothesis, but a general theme in Hypotheses 1-3. 
The regression of subordinate reaction on administrative and 
developmental interview actions indicated that developmental
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behavior was the only significant contributor. Subordinate 
satisfaction and motivation to improve rose dramatically as 
supervisors engaged in more developmental behaviors during 
the interview. This corroborates the findings of other 
research efforts linking specific developmental actions to 
subordinate reaction (Burke et al., 1978; Burke & Wilcox, 
1969; Carroll & Tosi, 1976; Dipboye & Pontbriand, 1981; 
Dorfman et al., 1986; Kay et al., 1965; Nemeroff & Wexley, 
1977).
For each analysis discussed above, subordinate level of 
performance was included as a covariate effect. Both the 
ANCOVA and regression analyses indicated that treating 
subordinate level of performance as a covariate had no 
effect, as did the correlational results from Hypothesis 4. 
Previous research had suggested that subordinate level of 
performance may determine to some extent the types and 
degrees to which supervisors engage in administrative and 
developmental actions, and would definitely impact 
subordinate reaction. For example, Dorfman et al. (1986) 
found that subordinate level of performance was 
significantly related to subordinate satisfaction and 
subsequent job performance. In addition, subordinate level 
of performance was a significant controlling factor in a 
study by Keaveny et al. (1987). For Keaveny et al., this 
effect was true for subordinate reports of satisfaction and 
effectiveness of the interview. It is unclear why level of
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performance was not a significant variable in the present 
study.
Subordinate level of performance, as used in the 
present study, was a self-report variable supplied by the 
subordinate. Subordinates may have responded in a biased 
manner, inflating or deflating their rating, and the 
resulting analyses may reflect this bias. Unfortunately, 
personnel records were not available for verification of 
their reported performance ratings. However, supervisors 
were asked to indicate what rating they gave their reference 
subordinate. The correlation between the supervisor 
reported rating [M = 3.89, SD = .66] and the subordinate 
reported rating [M = 3.86, SD = .59] was significant [r (79) 
= .67, £ < .01]. These means were not significantly 
different [t (76) = .00, ns]. Additionally, the analyses 
were rerun with the supervisors' indicated performance 
rating for their subordinate; these analyses did not yield 
any significantly different results than those previously 
reported.
An alternative explanation centers around the range of 
subordinate level of performance. All subordinates were 
rated a three (25%), four (64%), or five (11%) out of a 
possible five on their rating scale. Similarly, subordinate 
ratings in Keaveny et al. (1987) were clustered at the top 
end of the rating scale. There may not have been sufficient 
variability in subordinate performance level for use as a
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covariate. Thus, a restriction in range may be a likely 
cause of these results.
In general, the findings of the present study support 
some of the previously hypothesized relationships among 
supervisor inputs, administrative and developmental actions 
during the appraisal interview, and subordinate reactions. 
Preparation, as a rule, appears to increase the 
developmental actions initiated by the supervisor during the 
interview. Supervisors' perception of the appraisal system 
correlated with how they conduct administrative behaviors 
during the interview. And finally, the greatest determinant 
of subordinate satisfaction with the performance review was 
the perception of supervisor developmental behaviors. 
Practical Applications
Several suggestions for practical applications stem 
from the present study. First, for the present sample, the 
experimental results demonstrate that supervisors who 
generate points of praise and illustrate areas of weakness 
(IMPROVE condition) are perceived by their subordinates as 
exhibiting developmental actions to a greater degree than 
supervisors conducting performance reviews as usual. In 
turn, perceived developmental actions are positively related 
to subordinate satisfactions. Therefore, the IMPROVE 
condition could be implemented on a facility-wide basis with 
the expectation of the above results.
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A training program for supervisors could be developed 
along the lines of the preparatory actions covered on the 
supervisor preparatory questionnaire. For example, training 
could include methods of recording and writing behavioral 
descriptions, how to schedule appraisal interview meetings, 
or general preparation guidelines. The correlational 
results suggest that these behaviors have a positive 
relationship with perceived supervisor developmental 
actions. Thus, training may facilitate developmental 
actions on the part of supervisors.
Globally, the results from the present study indicate 
that positive outcomes can be achieved by focusing on the 
performance interview. Even a simple change in the way 
interviews are conducted led to a positive change in 
perceived supervisor actions. The ultimate success of such 
a focus may depend on the commitment to change exhibited by 
the organization. In this regard, the correlational results 
suggest a relationship between supervisor attitudes toward 
the appraisal system and their administrative actions during 
the interview. It may be of benefit to organizations to 
address these attitudes through orientation or training 
programs aimed at dispelling misinformation or educating 
employees on the organization's view of the appraisal 
interview. Attitudes toward the appraisal interview may be 
an additional source of input regarding problems with the 




The results from the present study were encouraging, 
but several caveats should be noted. Regarding the sample, 
results from the present study may be more generalizable to 
public entities than to private institutions. The present 
study did utilize a random sample of participants from over 
6,500 people. Further, considering the wide range of 
samples used in the previous studies [e.g., university 
(Keaveny et al., 1987); major industries (Prince & Lawler, 
1986); insurance agency (Nemeroff & Cosentino, 1979)] with 
the similarity to some of the present study's findings, this 
may be less of a concern. An attempt to assess response 
bias between complete supervisor/subordinate pairs and 
incomplete pairs (only one member of pair responded) was 
made. No significant differences among the variables 
investigated were observed.
A further limitation may be cited with regard to the 
ability of the present effort to detect differences if in 
fact they exist. Thus the power of the analyses may be 
questioned. A power analysis was conducted for the analyses 
when each of the three dependent measures was used. Power 
for analysis of the administrative actions was .79. A power 
value of .82 was found for developmental action analysis.
The power for the analysis of subordinate reaction was 
greater then .99. Each of the power analyses were judged to
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be a acceptable levels, though the .79 value for
administrative actions is slightly lower than the .80 rule
of thumb (Cohen & Cohen, 1975).
The self-report format of the present study may also be 
a limitation. Response biases and common method variance 
can be a problem in survey research. The present study 
attempted to overcome these limitations. First, questions 
on the survey portion included items which were reverse 
scored, requiring careful reading of each item in order to 
make an accurate rating. Second, for the supervisor, 
written responses were required for the experimental 
manipulation. A review of the returned materials indicated 
that the majority of respondents completed the materials as 
instructed. Further, the manipulation check in the 
questionnaire data revealed that instruction were followed 
(see Tables 7 and 8). Finally, responses were gathered from 
supervisors and subordinates instead of asking only 
supervisors or subordinates to respond; thus, reducing the 
chances of subordinates or supervisors knowing the full 
purpose of the study. Toward this end, materials were 
distributed in sealed envelopes only to be opened by their 
intended recipients. Additionally, materials were mailed to 
the author separately by the supervisors and subordinates.
A check was made to verify that materials mailed together 
(i.e., both supervisor and subordinate data in the same 




The future research potential of the performance 
appraisal interview is tremendous. The present study 
represents only one step in attempting to understand the 
general performance review process. Still lacking is a test 
of a complete appraisal interview model such as the one 
suggested by Klein et al. (1987). Organizational variables, 
subordinate characteristics, and the interactions of 
supervisor and subordinate are worthy avenues of research. 
Organizational variables such as closeness of supervision 
and span of control can moderate the relationship between 
appraisal characteristics and subordinate satisfaction 
(Dobbins, Cardy, & Platz-Vieno, 1990). For example, Dobbins 
et al. found that the relationship between action plans and 
satisfaction was stronger when the supervisor's span of 
control was lower. Action plans refer to the development of 
methods to remediate subordinate performance weaknesses.
A future study with a larger sample would allow for 
specific relationships to be tested. Previous research has 
sporadically investigated specific behaviors. For example, 
subordinate participation has been linked to appraisal 
satisfaction (e.g., Burke et al., 1978; Dipboye &
Pontbriand, 1981; Nemeroff & Wexley, 1977). Future research 
might be fine tuned on behavioral categories, such as 
participation. Participation may be defined in terms of the
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absolute amount of input, the quality of input, or the 
precipitating events of the input (i.e., participation may 
be greater when salary rather than company policy is 
discussed). Also, specific interactions of variables in 
this study may be of interest. For example, how does the 
subordinate's level of performance and the supervisor's 
level of performance relate to interview behaviors and 
outcomes? Subordinate level of performance may have less 
influence on the actions of a poor performing supervisor 
than a high performing supervisor. The low performing 
supervisor may lack the ability, training, or motivation to 
provide a constructive performance review. The effects of a 
poor supervisor are likely to have their greatest impact on 
developmenta1 actions.
Certainly, measuring actual subordinate performance 
would be a notable advancement. If extensive programs to 
train supervisors in methods of performance review are to be 
implemented, organizations will want objective indices of 
success (i.e., subordinates improve their performance) in 
addition to attitudinal measures. Attitude and action may 
be the product of different performance review 
characteristics.
Table 1
Supervisor Preparatory Behavior Scale Item Statistics
Item-Total Correlations








































Supervisor Perceptions of the Appraisal System Scale Item
Statistics
Item-Total Correlations
Item Original Scale Revised Scale
PASl .3320 .3111
PAS 2 .4614 .4396
PAS 3 .7114 .7512
PAS 4 .5899 .5712
PAS 5 .4886 .4764
PAS 6 .5233 .4781
PAS 7 .2128 Dropped
PAS 8 .5463 .6076
PAS 9 .3507 .3431
PAS 10 .4969 .5120
PAS 11 .7067 .7346





Subordinate Perceptions of Supervisor Developmental
























































Subordinate Perceptions of Supervisor Administrative









































Manipulation Check (ANOVA) for EXAMPLE condition (Prep4)
Source df SS MS F P
Between groups 2 4.378 2.189 3.506 .035







Note. Means with different letters are significantly 
different, p < .05.
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Table 8
Manipulation Check (ANOVA) for IMPROVE Condition (Prep6)
Source df SS MS F P
Between groups 2 3.328 1.664 3.424 .037







Note. Means with different letters are significantly 
different, p < .05.
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Table 9
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelation Matrix for
Covariate, Independent, and Dependent Variables
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 . Subordinate level 
of Performance 3.86 .59
2 . Preparation 3.70 .54 .10
3. Appraisal-Related
Knowledge 3.61 .76 .36 .40
4. Perceptions of the 
Appraisal System 3.17 .58 -.06 .45 .32
5. Developmenta1 
Behaviors 3.65 .63 .06 .30 .18 .25
6. Administrative
Behaviors 2.83 .76 .03 .14 .21 .26 .60
7. Reaction 3.59 .75 .16 .19 .21 .41 .72 .48
Note. £ < .05 if r > |.23|. Variables 2, 3, and 4 were
reported by supervisors; variables 1, 5, 6, and 7 
were reported by subordinates.
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Table 10
ANCOVA and Mean Comparisons of Subordinate Perception of 
Supervisor Developmental Behaviors by Experimental Condition
Source df SS MS F P
Covariate 1 .11 .11 .28 .595
Experimental
Condition 2 2.39 1.20 3.13 .049
Error 85 32.49 .38
Standard Observed Adjusted
Condition N Deviation Mean Mean
Example 32 .680 3.510 3.512 AB
Improve 28 .497 3.881 3.879 B
Control 29 .644 3.544 3.544 A
Note. Means with different letters are significantly 
different, £ < .05.
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Table 11
Regression of Subordinate Perception of Supervisor
Administrative Behaviors on Supervisor Inputs
Source df SS MS F P R2 R^adj
Regression 2 3.347 1.673 3.200 .046 .078 .053
Residual 76 39.762 .523
Variables in Equation B SE B Beta t £
Subordinate Level 
of Performance 166 .144 .127 1.150 .254
Perception of 
Appraisal System 322 .141 .253 2.293 .025
(Constant) 1. 179 .733 1.608 .112
Variables not in Equation Beta t E
Supervisor Preparation .014 .112 .911
Appraisal-Related
Knowledge .092 .717 .476
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Table 12
Regression of Subordinate Perception of Supervisor
Developmental Behaviors on Supervisor Inputs
Source df SS MS F P R2 R^adj
Regression 2 2.327 1.164 4.040 .022 .096 .072
Residual 76 21.888 .288
Variables in Equation B SE B Beta t £
Subordinate Level 
of Performance .062 .108 .064 .580 .565
Supervisor Preparation .312 .115 .297 2.706 .008
(Constant) 2.296 .570 4.031 .000
Variables not in Equation Beta t £
Appraisal-Related
Knowledge .067 .535 .594
Supervisor Perceptions 




Regression of Subordinate Reaction to the Appraisal 
Interview on Subordinate Perception of Supervisor 
Developmental and Administrative Behaviors
Source df SS MS F P R2 R2ad;
Regression 2 25.160 12 .580 45. 008 .000 .721 .520
Residual 83 23.199 *280
Variables in Equation B SE B Beta t E
Subordinate Level 
of Performance .122 .097 .095 1.250 .216
Developmenta1 
Behaviors .835 .090 .708 9.294 .000
(Constant) .089 .484 .184 .855
Variables not in Equation Beta t £
Administrative
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Proposed Model of Supervisor Inputs into the 
Appraisal Interview Process.
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t h e  l e s u l l s  of  t h i s  s t u d y  will  b e  t e p o i l e d  s o  t h a t  u u _ i n d m t l u a L q e r . s i m  c a n  b e  i d e n t i f i e d .
You r  i n l c i c s i  a n d  c o o p e r a t i o n  a i e  y r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e d .  Your  r e s p o n s e s  wi l l  
c o n t r i b u t e  s i y n i l i c a n l l y  t o t h i s  s t u d y .  II y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  i e y a i  d i n y  t h i s  s t u d y ,  
e n t i t l e d  "Pei lot  ma i i c e  A p p i a i s a l  Int  ei v i e w  Sm vcy" ,  I eel  li ee  t o  c o n t a c t  me :  13 1 3  IP 
J e l l e r s o n  St. # 2 1 1 ,  J a c k s o n ,  MS 3 9 2 0 2  o r  p h o n e  3 5 3 - 8 3 3 8  (h)  o r  353- t XMO (o).  3 h a n k  y o u  
o n c e  aya i n!
PI I ASP 111 AD AND SICN H I P  l OPI . OWIMC SI APPMI N IS:
I l i ave  r e a d  t h e  a b o v e  s t a t e m e n t s  r c y a i d i n y  m y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in t h i s  l e s e a i c h  s t u d y  a n d  
u n d e r s t a n d  t h e m .  I l i e i e b y  a y r e e  to p a i t i c i p a t e  in t h i s  s t u d y .





Democjrapl i ic  In for'iiiaiion
1 lie f o l l o w i n g  t n l o r m a t l o u  Is n e e d e d  l o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  p m  p o s e s  o n l y .
1. Sex:  1 1 Ma l e L.I F e m a l e
2. Ma r i t a l  S t a t u s :  L J  M a r r i e d L J  D i v o r c e d  L J  S e p a r a t e d
L.I W i d o w e d I I S i n g l e ,  n e v e r  m a r r i e d
3. A g e : --------
d. P l e a s e  c h e c k  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  f o r m a l  e d u c a t i o n  y o u  h a d :
I I S o m e  h i g h  s c h o o l 1 1 H i g h  s c h o o l  d e g r e e  o r  0 1 . 0
L I  S o m e  c o l l e g e 1. 1 A s s o c i a t e  c o l l e g e  d e g r e e
1 1  C o l l e g e  d e g r e e  o r  e q u i v a l e n t 1 1 S o m e  g i a d u a t e  s c h o o l
L I  M a s t e r ’s d e g r e e  o r  e q u i v a l e n t L 1 P h . D .  o r  e q u i v a l e n t
5. H o w  l o n g  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  e m p l o y e d  at  y o u r  f a c i l i t y ?  Y e a r s  M o n t h s
6.  I l o w  l o n g  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  i n  y o u r  p r e s e n t  p o s i t i o n ?   Y e a r s   ____   M o n t h s
7.  I l o w  l o n g  h a s  i t  b e e n  s i n c e  y o u r  l a s t  p e i l o r m a n c e  l e v i e w ?  Y e a r s  M o n t h s
8.  H o w  l o n g  a g o  h a s  i t  b e e n  s i n c e  y o u  c o n c l u d e d  a p e i  l o r m a n c e  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n ?
 Y e a r s    M o n t h s
9.  Fo r  h o w  m a n y  e m p l o y e e s  d o  y o u  p r o v i d e  p e i l o r m a n c e  r e v i e w s ?  _
10.  O n  t h e  s c a l e  b e l o w ,  p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  ( c i r c l e  o n e  n u m b e r )  h o w  y o u r  s u p e r v i s o r  r a t e d  y o u r  
o v e r a l l  j o b  p e r f o r m a n c e  a t  y o u r  l a s t  p e i l o r m a n c e  r e v i e w .
P o o r  A v e r a g e  O u t s t a n d i n g
1 2 3 d 5
1 1. O n  t h e  s c a l e  b e l o w ,  p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  ( c i i c l e  o n e  m i m b c i ) h o w  y o u  i n t e d  t h e  o v e r a l l  J o b  
p e i  l o r m a n c e  o f  H y S u h im l i u a U i  a l  t h e  l a s t  p e i  l o r m a n c e  r e v i e w .
I’o o r  A v e r a g e  O u t s t a n d i n g
1 2 3 d 5
APPENDIX C





I n s t r u c t i o n :
A f t e r  c o m p l e t i n g  t h e  r a t i n g  o f  M y S u b o r d in a te ,  h u t  b e f o r e  c o n d u c t i n g  t i re r e v i e w  
s e s s i o n  w i t h  M y.SubacJ ina .ie ,  p l e a s e  r e a d  c a r e f u l l y  t h e  s e c t i o n s  b e l o w  a n d  d e v e l o p  
f e e d b a c k  e x a m p l e s  a s  i n d i c a t e d .  M y S i ih a id in a L u  r e f e r s  o n l y  l o  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  
w h o m  y o u  wi l l  g i v e  t h e  E m p l o y e e  P o s t - R e v i e w  p a c k e t .
D e s c r i p t i o n :
D e v e l o p i n g  e x a m p l e s  is a m e t h o d  f o r  s u p e r v i s o r s  t o  b e l t e r  p r e p a r e  t h e m s e l v e s  fo r  
t h e  p e i l o r m a n c e  r e v i e w s  t h e y  c o n d u c t  b y  t a i l o i i n g  t h e m  t o  e a c h  s u b o r d i n a t e .  T h i s  
p i o c e d u t e  i n v o l v e s  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  y o u r  s u b o r d i n a t e ' s  i n d i v i d u a l  j o b  p e r f o r ­
m a n c e  a n d  t h e  l i s t i n g  o f  i m p o r t a n t  e x a m p l e s  of  y o u r  s u b o r d i n a t e ' s  p e r f o r m a n c e  to 
i l l u s t r a t e  a s p e c t s  o f  h i s / h e r  p e r f o r m a n c e  e v a l u a t i o n  a n d  t o  a i d e  i n  f e e d i n g  b a c k  t h e  
r e s u l t s  of  h i s / h e r  e v a l u a t i o n .
Ra t i o n a l e :
Too  o f t e n ,  " i n  t h e  t u s h "  t o  c o m p l e t e  t h e  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n ,  s u b o r d i n a t e s  a t e  l e f t  w i t h  
u n c e i t a i n t y  r e g a r d i n g  w h y  t h e y  t e r e i v e d  a p a r t i c u l a r  r a t i n g .  ( l e t t e r  a l i n g  e x a m p l e s  
e n s u r e s  t h a t  r a t i n g s  a t e  s u p p o i t e d  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  i n s t a n c e s  of p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  t h a t  
t h e s e  e x a m p l e s  c l e a t l y  e x p l a i n  w h a t  a s u b o r d i n a t e  h a s  d o n e  ( c o r r e c t l y  or  i n c o r ­
r e c t l y ) .  I u i t h e r ,  t h e  u s e  o f  t h i s  p r o c e d u r e  h a s  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  a d v a n t a g e  o f  i n d i c a t i n g  
l o  s u b o r d i n a t e s  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  v a l u e d  e m p l o y e e s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  t i m e  a n d  e f f o r t  y o u  
e x p e n d e d  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e s e  e x a m p l e s .
f l o w  to:
C o n s i d e r  MyMihti>i.liuatc.'.s p e r f o r m a n c e  s i n c e  t h e  hast  i c v i e w .  T h i n k  of  s o m e t h i n g  t h i s  
s u b o r d i n a t e  d i d  t h a t  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  ra t i ng ,  y o u  g a v e  h i m / h e r  o n  e a c h  p e i l o r m a n c e  
a r e a .  T h e s e  e x a m p l e s  m a y  b e  l o t  g o o d  or  p o o r  t a t i n g s  d e p e n d i n g  o n  h o w  y o u  r a t e d  
M y..Su ho n l in a in .  M a k e  a l i s t  o l  t h e s e  e x a m p l e s .  M a k e  t h e  e x a m p l e s  a s  s p e c i f i c  a s  
p o s s i b l e .  D o  t h e s e  t o p i c s  c o v e r  al l  of  h i s / l t e i  p e t l o t m a n c e  a r e a s ?  D o e s  it  c o v e r  o t h e r  
j o b  r e l a t e d  a t e a s  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e  wi l l  f ee l  a t e  i m p o r t a n t ?  D u r i n g  t h e  s e s s i o n  y o u  
s h o u l d  c o v e r  al l  t h e  e x a m p l e s  o n  t h e  l i s t .  P l e a s e  l i s t  t h e  e x a m p l e s  b e l o w .
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IMPROVE Condition
P r e p a r a t i o n
I n s t r u c t i o n :
A l t e r  c o m p l e t i n g  t h e  r a t i n g  o f  M y.S u b o rd in a te ,  l>ut b e f o r e  c o n c l u c l i n g  t h e  r e v i e w  
s e s s i o n  w i t h  ApLSi ibi inf inatc,  p l e a s e  r e a d  c a r e f u l l y  t b e  s e c t i o n s  b e l o w  a n d  g e n e i a l c  
i m p r o v e m e n t  a r e a s  f o r  h i m / h e r  a s  I n d i c a t e d .  M y S u b o id in a tu  r e f e r s  o n l y  l o  t h e  
s u b o r d i n a t e  l o  w h o m  y o u  wi l l  g i v e  t h e  E m p l o y e e  I’o s t - R e v i e w  p a c k e t .
. De s c r i p t i o n :
D e v e l o p i n g  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  f o r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  t o  i m p r o v e  o r  w o r k - o n  a r e  m e t h o d s  for  
s u p e r v i s o r s  t o  b e t t e r  p r e p a r e  t h e m s e l v e s  f o r  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  r e v i e w s  t h e y  c o n d u c t  
b y  t a i l o r i n g  t h e m  t o  e a c h  s u b o r d i n a t e .  T h i s  p r o c e d u r e  i n v o l v e s  t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  
y o u r  s u b o r d i n a t e ' s  i n d i v i d u a l  j o b  p e r f o i m a n c e  a n t i  t b e  l i s t i ng,  o f  i m p o r t a n t  a t e a s  o f  
p e r l o i m a n c e  l o  b e  a d d r e s s e d  d m i n g  I n l i n e  p e i  l ot  m a n c c  e v a l u a t i o n s  a n t i  t h e  
s u g g e s t i o n  o f  a r e a s  l o  i m p r o v e .
Ra t i o na l e :
T o o  o f t e n ,  " i n t h e  r u s h "  t o  c o m p l e t e  t h e  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n ,  s u b o r d i n a t e s  a i e  l ef t  w i t h  
u n c e r t a i n t y  r e g a r d i n g  w h a t  t h e y  s h o u l d  t l o d i l f e r e n t l y  ( o r  c o n t i n u e  t o  d o )  in t h e  
f u t u r e .  C e n e i a l i n g  s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  l o r  e a c h  s u b o r d i n a t e  l o  f o c u s  e f f o r t  o n  in t h e  
f u t u r e  e n s u r e s  t h a t  it i s  c l e a r  t o  t h e m  w h a t  t h e y  s h o u l d  d o  t o  i m p r o v e  t h e i r  
p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  t h u s ,  i m p r o v e  t h e i r  n e x t  p e i l o r m a n c e  i a t i n g .  I ' u r l b c r ,  t h e  u s e  o f  
t h i s  p r o c e d u r e  l i as  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  a d v a n t a g e  o f  i n d i c a t i n g  t o  s u b o r d i n a t e s  t h a t  t h e y  
a r e  v a l u e d  e m p l o y e e s  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  t i m e  a n d  e f f o r t  y o u  e x p e n d e d  t o  h e l p  t h e  
s u b o r d i n a t e  i m p r o v e .
H o w  to:
C o n s i d e r  M y S u b o r d in a te d  p e r f o r m a n c e  s i n c e  t h e  l a s t  r e v i e w .  T h i n k  o f  a r e a s  o f  
h i s / h e r  p e r f o r m a n c e  Di a l  c o u l d  b e  i m p r o v e d  o r  c h a n g e d .  T h e s e  t o p i c s  m a y  r e f e r  t o  
g o o d  o r  p o o r  r a t i n g s  oi l  a  p a r t i c u l a r  a i e a  d e p e n d i n g  u p o n  h o w  y o u  r a t e d  M y  
S u b o rd in a te .  M a k e  a l i s t  o f  t h e s e  a i e a s .  D o  t h e s e  t o p i c s  c o v e i  al l  o l  h i s / h e r  
p e r f o r m a n c e  d i m e n s i o n s  t h a t  c o u l d  be  i m p r o v e d ?  D o e s  t b e  l i s t  c o v e r  o t h e r  j o b  
r e l a t e d  a r e a s  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e  wi l l  f ee l  a r e  i m p o r t a n t ?  D u r i n g  t h e  s e s s i o n  y o u  s h o u l d  




I n s t r u c t i o n :
A l t e r  c o m p l e t i n g  t i re r a t i n g  o f  M y  S u b o r d i n a t e ,  h u t  b e f o r e  c o n d u c t i n g  t i r e  r e v i e w  
s e s s i o n  wi t l r  My .S u h a n l in a ic ,  p l e a s e  t e n d  c a i e f n l l y  t h e  s e c t i o n s  b e l t r w  a n d  g e n e r a t e  
si i (' j ' e s t i o n s  I b a t  m y  i m p r o v e  t l ie c u n  c u t  i at  i n g  l o i  in.  Ahc.Sul ' oufi ri i Jlc i e l e i  s  o n l y  l o  
t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  w h o m  y o u  wi l l  g i v e  t h e  t m p l o y e e  I’o s t - R e v i e w  p a c k e t .
O c s c i i p t i o n :
M a k i n g  i m p r o v e m e n t  s u g g e s t i o n s  i s  a  m e t h o d  l o t  s u p e t v i s o i s  l o  m a k e  ( l i c i t  j o b  o f  
e v a l u a t i n g  s u b o r d i n a t e  p e r l o i m a n c e  e a s i e r .  I b i s  p t o c e s s  i n v o l v e s  a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  
t h e  c u t r e n t  r a t i n g  f o r m  a n d  t h e  l i s t i n g  o f  c h a n g e s  o r  i m p r o v e m e n t s  y o u  w o u l d  m a k e  
b a s e d  o n  y o u r  c x p c t i e n c o  w i t h  t h e  f o r m .
R a t i o n a l e :
T o o  o f t e n ,  " i n  t b e  r u s h "  t o  c o m p l e t e  t h e  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n ,  s u p e t v i s o i s  a i e  l e f t  t o  u s e  a 
l a l i n g  l o i m  t h e y  b a d  l i t t l e  o r  n o  i n p u t  o n  d m i n g  i t s  d e v e l o p m e n t .  M a k i n g  i m p r o v e ­
m e n t s  i n t h e  l a t i n g  l o t  nr  u s e d  t o  e v a l u a t e  y o u r  s u b o i  d i n a t e s  wi l l  b e n e f i t  e v e r y o n e  
i n v o l v e d  in t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  p r o c e s s ;  s u p e r v i s o r s ,  s u b o r d i n a t e s ,  a n d  y o u r  f a c i l i t y .  
S u p e r v i s o i s  b e n e l i l  b y  h a v i n g  a l o i m  t h a t  is e a s i e r  t o  u s e .  S u b o r d i n a t e s  b e n e l i t  b y  
h a v i n g  a l o i m  t h a t  m a k e s  t h e i r  l a l i n g s  m o i e  i c p i e s e n t a l i v c  o f  l l i c i i  p e t l o t m a n c e .
I h e  f a c i l i t y  I r e u e l i t s  b y  r e c e i v i n g  b e t t e r  a t  c e p l e d  r a  I i n  }• s a n d  h i g h e r  1111 a 1 i l y r a t i n g s ,  
l o  a c h i e v e  t h e s e  e n d s ,  y o u ,  t h e  s u p e r v i s o r ,  a r e  i n  t h e  b e s t  p o s i t i o n  t o  i m p r o v e  t h e  
f o r m  s i n c e  y o u  a r e  t h e  o n e  w h o  h a s  l o  u s e  it a n d  t h e r e f o r e  k n o w s  t h e  m o s t  a b o u t  it.
I l o w  t o :
C o n s i d e r  t h e  r a t i n g  f o r m  c m r e n t l y  i n  u s e .  I h i t r k  o f  a n y  w a y s  y o u  f e e l  t h i s  f o i m  
m i g h t  b e  i m p r o v e d .  M a k e  a l i s t  o l  t h e s e  s u g g e s t i o n s .  M a k e  t h e  s u g g e s t i o n s  a s  
s p e c i f i c  a s  p o s s i b l e .  Is t h e r e  a b e l l e i  m e t h o d  o f  e v a l u a t i n g  y o u i  s u b o i  d i n a t e s ?  
W o u l d  a ( l i f l e t e u t  l o r i n  b e  m o i e  a p p i o p t i a l e ?  S h o u l d  t h e  f o r m  l o o k  d i l l e t e i t l ?  I i s t  
y o u r  s u g g e s t i o n s  b e l o w .
APPENDIX D
Supervisor Perceptions of the Appraisal System
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P e r c e p t io ns  o f  the A p p ia i s a l  S y s t e m
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U s i n g  l l i e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e ,  p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  t h e  d e g r e e  t o  w h i c h  y o n  a g i e e  w i t h  e a c h  o f  t h e  
s t a t e m e n t s  b e l o w .  I’l e a s e  p l a c e  m u u u u m b e r  i n t h e  b l a n k  t o  t h e  l ef t .
S t r o n g l y  N e i t h e r  A g r e e  S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  n o r  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e
1 2  3 4 5
  The  t i m e  s p e n t  i n t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  a n d  r e v i e w  o f  p e i  l o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l s  is g e n e r a l l y
t i m e  w a s t e d .
    1 h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m  a n d  r e v i e w s  a r e  i m p l e m e n t e d  u n i f o r m l y  b y  al l
s u p e r v i s o r s .
  T h e  p e i l o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  s e r v e s  g i e a l l y  t o  i n c i c a s e  m u t u a l  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  b e t w e e n
t h e  s u p e r v i s o r  a n d  h i s / h e r  s u b o r d i n a t e .
  P e i l o r m a n c e  a p p i a i s a l  r e v i e w  m e e t i n g s  p r o v i d e  a  m u c h  n e e d e d  l o r m a l  o p p o i t u n i t y
t o  c o u n s e l  s u b o r d i n a t e s  o n  h o w  t o  i m p r o v e  t h e i r  s h o r t c o m i n g s .
 U p p e r  m a n a g e m e n t  f u l l y  s u p p o i t s  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  s y s t e m .
   P e r f o r m a n c e  r e v i e w s  a r e  j u s t  a  f o r m a l i t y ,  n o  r e a l  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  b a s e d  o n  t h e m .
  l l o w  w e l l  I c o n d u c t  s u b o r d i n a t e  a p p r a i s a l  i n t e r v i e w s  d o e s  n o t  a l l e c t  m y  e v a l u a t i o n
a s  s u p e i v i s o r .
 ___ At  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ,  e v e r y  s u b o r d i n a t e ' s  r e v i e w  r e p r e s e n t s  a n  a c c u r a t e  d e p i c t i o n  o f  t h e i r
j o b  p e r f o r m a n c e .
  r . m p l o y e e s  g e n e r a l l y  i g n o r e  c o m m e n t s  m a d e  t o  t h e m  d u r i n g  r e v i e w  of  t h e i r
p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l s .
 ___  A p p r a i s a l  i n t e i v i e w s  a r e  c o n d u c t e d  l a i i l y .
 At  I b i s  f a c i l i t y ,  p c i  l o t  n i a n c e  a p p i a i s a l s  c o n t i i b u t c  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o  t b e  i m p i  o v e m c n t
o f  t h e  s u b o i  d i n a l e ' s  p c i  l o i n i a n c e .
  In g e n e i a l ,  I h a v e  a  g i e a l  d e a l  ol  t i u s t  a n d  e n t h u s i a s m  l oi  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o l  t h i s
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U s i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e ,  p l e a s e  r a t e  y o u i s e l f  o n  h o w  m u c h  e x p e r i e n c e  y o u  l e e l  y o u  h a v e  
i n e a c h  o l  t h e s e  a i e a s .  I’l c a s e  p l a c e  o n e .  n u m b e r  i n e a c h  b l a n k  o n  t h e  l e l l .
In e v a l u a t i n g  y o u r  e x p e r i e n c e ,  t a k e  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t h e  n u m b e r  o l  y e a i s  t h a t  y o u  h a v e  
b e e n  a s u p e i  v i s o r ,  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  s u b o r d i n a t e s  y o u  h a v e  h a d ,  a n d  t h e  n u m b e r  o f  t i m e s  t h a t  
y o u  h a v e  d e a l t  w i t h  e a c h  s i t u a t i o n .
l i t t l e  o r  n o  M o d e r a t e l y  V e r y
E x p e r i e n c e  E x p e r i e n c e d  E x p e r i e n c e d
1 2 3 4 5
Tor  e x a m p l e ,  be l l i ) '  l i t t l e  e x p e r i e n c e d  m a y  r e f e r  t o  p e i  foi  m i n i ;  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  o c a s s i o n a l l y  
l o r  a l e w  e m p l o y e e s ,  o v e r  o n e  o r  t w o  y e a r s  w h e r e a s  b e i n g  v e r y  e x p e r i e n c e d  m a y  r e l e r  t o  
p e r f o r m i n g  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  f r e q u e n t l y  f o r  m a n y  e m p l o y e e s ,  o v e r  s e v e r a l  y e a r s .
  G o a l  s e t t i n g  t e c h n i q u e s .  _ ___G i v i n g  p c i  f o r m a n c e  r a t i n g s .
  G i v i n g  n e g a t i v e  f e e d b a c k .  ____  J o b  d u t i e s  o f  s u b o r d i n a t e s .
 ___ _ G i v i n g  f e e d b a c k .  ____  C o n d u c t i n g  p e r f o r m a n c e  r e v i e w s .
   I n l c i p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s .  ____ K e e p i n g  r e c o r d s  o f  s u b o r d i n a t e ' s  j o b
p e r f o r m a n c e s .
U s i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e ,  p l e a s e  r a t e  y o u r s e l f  o n  h o w  m u c h  t r a i n i n g  ( r e a d i n g  p e r s o n n e l  
j o u r n a l s ,  r e c e i v i n g  d e p a r t m e n t  t r a i n i n g ,  a t t e n d i n g  s e m i n a r s ,  e t c . )  y o u  h a v e  a c c u m u l a t e d  in 
e a c h  o f  t h e s e  a i e a s .  P l e a s e  p l a c e  o n e  n u m b e r  i n  e a c h  b l a n k  o n  t h e  l e l t .
l i t t l e  o r  n o  M o d e r a t e  A m o u n t  A I ot  o f
T r a i n i n g  o l  4 m i n i n g  4 m i n i n g
• 2 3 4 5
l o r  e x a m p l e ,  a  l i t t l e  a m o u n t  o f  ( m i n i n g  m a y  r e l e r  t o  h a v i n g  i c a d  o n e  a i l i c l e  a n d  n o t  h a v i n g
a t t e n d e d  a s e m i n a r  i n a p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a  w h e r e a s  a l ot  o f  t m i n i n g  r e l e r s  t o  h a v i n g  r e a d  a 
n u m b e r  o f  a r t i c l e s  a n d  a t t e n d e d  s e v e r a l  i n d e p t h  s e m i n a i s .
  G o a l  s e t t i n g  t e c h n i q u e s .  G i v i n g  p c i  I m  m a m  e i n t i n g s .
  G i v i n g  n e g a t i v e  f e e d b a c k .  ____ l o b  d u t i e s  o l  s u b o r d i n a t e s .
( l i v i n g  f e e d b a c k .  ....  C o n d u c t i n g  p e i  l ot  n i a n c e  r e v i e w s .
I n t e r p e r s o n a l  s k i l l s .  ____  Kce| ) jMR r cc ( ) | .( | s  ()f s u b o r d i n a t e .s  j ( l b





CI.NI RAI.  INS I RU( I IONS:
N o w  III,it y o u  h a v e  c o m p l e t e d  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  i c v i c w  w i t h  y u m  s u b o r d i n a t e ,  p l e a s e  
( o m p l e l e  t h i s  3 pa f . e  I’o s l - R e v i e w  O u e s t i o m i a i i e .  W h e n  y o u  h a v e  c o m p l e t e  t h e  
( | u e s l i o n n a i i e ,  e n c l o s e  t h e  s e a l e d  l ’i e - R e v i e w  p a c k e t  a n d  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i n t h e  l a i j ; e  
m a n i l a  e n v e l o p e  a n d  m a i l  i t  d i r e c t l y  t o  m e  a t  I.SU. No  a d d i t i o n a l  p o s t a g e  is r e q u i r e d .
Preparatory Act ions
U s i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e s ,  p l e a s e  r a t e  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  y o u r  p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  e a c h  o f  t h e  a r e a s  
h e l o w .  I h e s e  a r e a s  c o n c e r n  y o u r  p r e p a r a t i o n  l o r  t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  f e e d b a c k  m e e t i n g  w i t h  
M y S u b iu d in a tc . .  My Sidnit dit iahi  i c l e i s  o n l y  t o  t h e  s u b o r d i n a t e  t o  w h o m  y o u  wi l l  g i v e  t h e  
E m p l o y e e  I’o s t  I t e v i e w  p a c k e t ,  C o n s i d e r  y o n i  p r e p a r a t i o n  l or  t h e  l e v i e w  ol  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
s u b o r d i n a t e  w h e n  a n s w e r i n g  t h e  i t e m s  o n  t h i s  p a g e .
P l e a s e  p l a c e  o n l y  o n e . J i u m b e t  in t h e  b l a n k  t o  t h e  l e f t  o f  e a c h  s t a t e m e n t .
Sl roi i j ' , ly N e i t h e r  A g r e e  S t r o i i f d y
D i s a j p e e  D i s a g r e e  n o i D i s a g i e e  A g r e e  A g r e e
1 2 3 -1 5
I f a m i l i a r i z e d  m y s e l f  t h o r o u g h l y  w i t h  t h e  p a s t  p e i l o i m a u c e  r e c o i d  o l  M y S i ih t u d im i l i
I d e v e l o p e d  s p e c i f i c  g r o u p  p.oal s  f o r  e a c h  o f  m y  s u b o r d i n a t e s .
I c a n d i d l y  r e v i e w e d  t h e  n o t e s  I h a v e  k e p t  o n  My .'i i ibonlindin 's  p e i  lor  m a n c e .
I p r e p a r e d  s p e c i f i c  e x a m p l e s  o f  My.iubt>rj.lhu.uc’s  j o b  p e i l o r m a n c e  t o  s u p p o i t  t h e  
f e e d b a c k  I fprve.  f o r  e x a m p l e ,  I h a d  a l i s t  o f  i n s t a n c e s  p c i  t a b l i n g  t o  e a c h  
p e r f o r m a n c e  d i m e n s i o n  o n  w h i c h  I l a t e d  m y  s u b o r d i n a t e .
I p l a n n e d  a spec : i I i c  f o r m a t  o f  f e e d b a c k  t o p i c s ,  l o r  e x a m p l e ,  w h a t  a r e a s  I w o u l d  
t o u c h  o n  a n d  in w h a t  o l d e r .
I d e v e l o p e d  s p e c i l i c  p o i n t s  o f  pr a i s e  or a i e a s  o l  pc i  Ini  m a n c e  w e a k n e s s  t o  d i s c u s s  
w i t h  M y  i t i l joul i i ui l c.
M i n i m a l
T i m e
1
1 1rou/ ; i r  
I i i ne
3
M m e  I l i a n  
I . t r o u g h  I i n i e
P r i o r  t o  M y.H iib a n l in a lc ’s  r e v i e w ,  I s p e n t  t i m e  c a r e f u l l y  c o n s i d e r i n g  w h a t  w o u l d  b e  
i m p o r t a n t  g o a l s  t o  s e t  l o r  M y.Suba i  dinah:.
I m a d e  a p o i n t  t o  s c h e d u l e  t i m e  l oi  t h e  l e v i e w  s e s s i o n  s o  d i a l  i n t e r  n i p t  i o n s  w o u l d  
b e  m i n i m i z e d .
I s c h e d u l e d  l i m e  l o r  t h e  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n  s o  t h a t  I w o u l d  n o t  h a v e  t o  c u t  t h e  s e s s i o n  
s h o r t .





Pi pit) tnifitl of f’s t/ihnli'yi/ 
l . ( ) u  1 s  1 a  n  a  S i a m ;  I i n  i v  i: i o  i I I Y Af :l > A< .1UI 111 It IK Al AT Jl > Mt I 11 V .'1( M t t ill I I .1
D A I O N  K O U O l  • I.OUISIANA • 7UH(M S'idt fSOIJlHfl fl 7lr,
D e a r  E m p l o y e e :
I a m  a c o n d u c t i n g  r e s e a r c h  r e l e v a i i l  l o  t h e  Ph . D.  d e g i e e  i n I n d u s t i l a l / O t g a n i z a l l o u a l  
P s y c h o l o g y  a l  L o u i s i a n a  S l a t e  U n i v e r s i t y .  I a m  c o n c l u d i n g  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  t o  l e a r n  m o r e  a b o u t  
vvhat  d e t e r m i n e s  h o w  s u p e r v i s o r s  c o n d u c t  a p p r a i s a l  i n t e r v i e w s  a n d  h o w  y o u ,  a s  t h e i r  
s u b o r d i n a t e ,  r e a c t  t o  t h e  w a y  t h e y  a r c  d o n e ,  b e c a u s e  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  Is i n t e n d e d  t o  a d d  t o  o u r  
k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  I n t e r v i e w ,  it c a n  d i r e c t l y  b e n e f i t  y o u  t h r o u g h  s u g g e s t i o n s  I wi l l  
b e  a b l e  t o  m a k e  t h a t  wi l l  h o p e f u l l y  i n c r e a s e  t h e  u s e l u l n e s s  o f  t h e  a p p r a i s a l  i n t e r v i e w .
l o r  t h i s  s t u d y  l o  b e  a s u c c e s s ,  L n e e d . y o u r J i e J p .  P l e a s e  r e a d  t h r o u g h  a n d  c o m p l e t e  
t h e  a t t a c h e d  t h r e e  p a r t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a f t e r  y o u r  p e r l o i m a n c e  r e v i e w  h a s  b e e n  c o n d u c t e d .  It 
s h o u l d  t a k e  y o u  a b o u t  2 0  m i n u t e s .  T h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  e a c h  s e c t i o n  a r e  s e l f - e x p l a n a t o r y .  
Y o u r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  c o m p l e t e l y  v o l u n t a r y .
W h e n  y o u  h a v e  c o m p l e t e d  t h e  c i u e s t i o n n a i i e ,  m a i l  it d i r e c t l y  t o  m e  a t  I.SU in t h e  
a t t a c h e d  e n v e l o p e .  No  a d d i t i o n a l  p o s t a g e  is r e q u i r e d .
Let  m e  a s s u r e  y o u  t h a t  y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  t o  al l  q u e s t i o n s  a i e  c n m p l e t e l y . c u n f i d e n l i a l .  
N o n e  o l  t h e  c o m p l e t e d  q u e s l i o n n n h e s  wi l l  b e  s e e n  b y  a n y o n e  e x c e p t  m y s e l f .  P l e a s e  d o  n o t  
s i g n  y o u r  n a m e  t o  y o u r  q u c s t i o n n a i i c  o n l y  s i g n  t h e  c o n s e n t  f o r m  a t  t h e  b o t t o m .  M o r e o v e r ,  
t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y  wi l l  b e  r e p o r t e d  s o  t h a t  n o . i n d i v i d u a l . p e r s o n  c a n  b e  i d e n t i f i e d .
Y o u r  i n t e r e s t  a n d  c o o p e r a t i o n  a t e  g r e a t l y  a p p t e c i a l e d .  Y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  wi l l  
c o n t r i b u t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o  i b i s  s t u d y .  II y o u  h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n s  t e g , a i d i n g  t h i s  s t u d y ,  
e n t i t l e d  " P e r f o r m a n c e  A p p r a i s a l  I n t e r v i e w  S u r v e y " ,  l e e l  l i c e  t o  c o n t a c t  m e :  1 1 1 5  N.
Je  I l e i  s o n  St .  # 2 1  I ,  J a c k s o n ,  MS 3 9 2 0 2  o r  p h o n e  3 5 3  H33H ( h )  o r  3 53  0 ( H( )  (o) .  I h a n k  y o u  
o n c e  a g a i n !
S i t / /  e i g l . y ,
L - d e l f t e y  S. P a i n
PLEASE P E AD  A N D  SIGN I I IE 1 0 1 . LOWI NG S I A 11.MI N I S:
I h a v e  r e a d  t h e  a b o v e  s t a t e m e n t s  r e g a r d i n g  m y  p a t t i c i p . i t i o n  i n  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  s t u d y  a n d  






Part O n e —D e m o g r a p h i c  Informat ion
I h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  is n e e d e d  f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  p u r p o s e s  o n l y .
1. Sex:  LI Ma l e  I I F e m a l e
2. M a i l l a l  S t a t u s :  I I M a n i e d  I I D i v o r c e d  I I S e p a i a l c d
LI W i d o w e d  I I S i n g l e ,  n e v e r  m a r r i e d
3.  Aj ;e:  ___
4.  I’l c a s e  c h e c k  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  f o r m a l  e d u c a t i o n  y o u  h a d :
I I S o m e  hi j ' l i  s c h o o l  I I I l i j ;h s c h o o l  d e j p c e  o r  (i l  l)
I I S o m e  c o l l e g e  I I A s s o c i a t e  c o l l e j ' e  d e f p e e
I I Col l e | >e  d c j p e e  o r  e q u i v a l e n t  I I Some,  j p a d u a t e  s c h o o l
LJ M a s t e i ’s  d e y r c e  o r  e ( | t i i v a l e n l  I I I’h . D.  o r  e ( | i i i v a l e n t
5. I l o w  Io u r  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  e m p l o y e d  a t  t h i s  f a c i l i t y ?  Y e a r s    M o n t h s
(i. I l o w  I o i i j ;  h a v e  y o u  b e e n  i n  y o u r  p r e s e n t  p o s i t i o n ?   Y e a r s    M o n t h s
7.  I l o w  Ioi i j ;  h a s  it  b e e n  s i n c e  y o u r  l a s t  p e r f o r m a n c e  t e v i e w ?   Y e a i s  M o n t h s
H. O n  t h e  s c a l e  b e l o w ,  p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  ( c i r c l e  o n e  n u m h e i )  h o w  y o u r  s u p e r v i s o r  l a t e d  y o u r  
o v e r a l l  j o b  p e r l o t m a n c e  a l  y o u r  l a s t  p e r f o r m a n c e  l e v i e w .
I’o o r  A v e r a g e  O u t s t a n d i n g
1 2 3 4 ■ 5
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Subordinate Perceptions of Supervisor Interview Behavior
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Part T w o —P e r c ep t io n s  o f  the  Appraisa l  Interv iew
111i n k  a b o u t  y o u r  I n s t  p c i  l o t m a n c c  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n .  I l i en ,  u s i n g  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  sc a l e ,  p l e a s e  
i n d i c a t e  t h e  d e g r e e  t o  w h i c h  y o u  ap. rcc  t h a t  e a c h  o f  t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  b e l o w  d e s c t i b e s  w h a t  
o c c u r r e d  d u r i n g  y o u r  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n .  P l e a s e  p l a c e  n i t e . t m t u b e r ,  i n  e a c h  b l a n k  o n  t h e  l e f t .
S t r o n p j y  N e i t h e r  A g r e e  S t r o n g l y
D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  n o r  D i s a g r e e  A g r e e  A g r e e
1 2 3 4 5
  My s u p e r v i s o r ' s  f e e d b a c k  w a s  n o t  v e r y  u s e f u l .
  My s u p e r v i s o r  w a s  c a l m .
  My s u p e r v i s o r  e x p l a i n e d  h o w  i m p r o v e m e n t  i n m y  j o b  p e r f o r m a n c e  w o u l d  b e n e f i t
m y s e l f  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  M e n t a l  H e a l t h .
  My p r o g r e s s  s i n c e  m y  l a s t  r e v i e w  w a s  f u l l y  d i s c u s s e d .
  All  o f  t h e  m a j o r  p o i n t s  o f  m y  p e r l o i  m a n c e  l e v i e w  w e i e  d i s c u s s e d  a t  t h e  e n d  of  t h e
s e s s i o n .
 ____  I t a l k e d  m o t e  t h a n  m y  s u p e r v i s o r .
   All  l e l e v a n t  c h a n g e s  i n d e p a r t m e n t  p o l i c y  w e r e  d i s c u s s e d .
  I w a s  n o t  f r e q u e n t l y  p r a i s e d  f o r  w h a t  I h a d  d o n e  we l l .
 ____ I h a d  a l o t  o f  i n f l u e n c e  i n p l a n n i n g ,  m y  c a r e e r  d e v e l o p m e n t  ( l i n i n g  t h e  i n t e r v i e w .
  l e w  j o b  p r o b l e m s  w e i e  d e a i e d  u p .
  S e v e r a l  f u t u r e  g o a l s  o r  p e r f o r m a n c e  t a r g e t s  w e i e  s e t .
  I w a s  g i v e n  l i t t l e  o p p o i l u n i t y  t o  p r e s e n t  m y  i d e a s  a n d  l e e l i n g s .
  My s u p e r v i s o r  t r i e d  t o  b e  f r i e n d l y  d u r i n g  t h e  i n t e i v i e w .
 My s u p e r v i s o r  s c h e d u l e d  a  f o l l o w  u p  m e e t i n g  d u r i n g  t h e  i n t e r v i e w .
 S a l a r y  w a s  t h o r o u g h l y  d i s c u s s e d .
  My s u p e r v i s o r  f r e q u e n t l y  a s k e d  m e  h o w  I t h o u g h t  I w a s  d o i n g  o n  p a r t i c u l a r  p a r t s  o f
m y  j o b .
 My  s u p e r v i s o r  c r i t i c i z e d  m e  a l o t  f o r  w h a t  1 h a d  d o n e  w r o n g .
  f u t u r e  w o r k  p r o j e c t s  w e r e  f u l l y  d i s c u s s e d .
 I w a s  g i v e n  a l ot  o f  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  e x p r e s s  m y  l e e l i n g s  c o n c e r n i n g  m y  e v a l u a t i o n .
  My s u p e r v i s o r  a n d  I w e r e  i n  a g r e e m e n t  a b o u t  w h a t  m o s t  of  m y  j o b  d u t i e s  w e r e .
  1’i o m o t i o n  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  w e i e  t h o r o u g h l y  d i s c u s s e d .
   My s u p e r v i s o r  w a s  v e r y  s u p p o r t i v e .
APPENDIX J
Subordinate Reactions to the Appraisal Interview
100
101
Part T h r e e —R ea c t i on s  to the  Appraisal  Interv iew
U s i n g  I In* f o l l o wi  nf> s c a l e ,  p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  ( l ie d e j p i - e  In w i d t h  y o u  a | p e e  wi l l i  e a c h  of  t h e  
s t a t e m e n t s  b e l o w .  I’l e a s c  p l a c e  m i t i a i u t n h e L  In e a c h  b l a n k  o n  t h e  I e 11.
S t r o n g l y  N e i t h e r  A j p e e  St r onj ' . l y
D i s a g r e e  D i s a g r e e  n o r  D i s a g r e e  A j p e e  A g r e e
1 2 3 'I 5
  My  l a s t  p e r f o r m a n c e  r e v i e w  s e s s i o n  g r e a t l y  i n c r e a s e d  m y  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  w h a t  m y
s u p e r v i s o r  e x p e c t e d  m e  l o  a c h i e v e  o n  t h e  j o b  ( y o u r  j o b  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ) .
  I w a s  n o t  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  a b o u t  m y  j o b  p e t  l ot  m a n c e  b e t w e e n  m y s e l f
a n d  m y  s u p e r v i s o r .
If I w a s  g o i n g  t o  h a v e  a  p e i l m m a n c e  t e v i e w  s e s s i o n  t o m o i t o w .  I w o u l d  b e  l oo k i ng ,  
lot  wa t  d  l o  it .
As  a r e s u l t  o f  m y  p e r f o r m a n c e  i n t e r v i e w ,  I a m  m o t i v a t e d  t o  d o  m y  v e t y  b e s t .
T h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l  s e s s i o n  I j u s t  h a d  w a s  v e r y  fai r .
As  a  r e s u l t  o f  m y  p e r f o r m a n c e  i n t e r v i e w ,  I a m  n o t  w i l l i n g  t o  w o r k  a s  h a r d  a s  I h a v e  
i n  t h e  p a s t .
In g e n e r a l ,  p e r f o r m a n c e  r e v i e w s  a r e  v e r y  v a l u a b l e .
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